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PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


vnw mm< ( t F s gn ) g w i vj nf> ^ aftr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


twWm, pfafr flfWWR 7MT ISN'T* tfoRWt 
(unfit** afrr uftmnn flwro) 

2006 

^T.3R. 3454.—HUhK ‘PfVl* 

WHT 1946 ( 1946 U* R. *25) 

6 ^ qfeff trm 5 m-mi (i) sro wi u fiw d t un 
4Uh wd»n (3) 

R. 40751 /32/2Q04/?H fi B Wdd J W 28 BTef, 2006 

~HT<T ^WRfcT ^ 3^FPf1T ’glCT ^ 

’Sfara t&h ,$ mm n 294/95, mm 
war^ mm 3i/tft3nu96^?M' 
t^rr mi, 3 mwfi 3 

3 3 wt 3 stetem mm stem wif, 3 
zfc 3# Rgqa n m ^ 3 fati 

^ 1m f^ft l jfcre toiw ^ wfafitf ato 

srffemftm ftemt ^ 11 

[R. 228/16/2006-^^1-11] 

■*1^ x*w^i. 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBUC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 
S.O. 3454. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of die 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (ActNo. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent of State 
Government of Kerala Home (J) Department vide 
Notification No. 40751 /J2/2004/Home,Thiruvananthapuram 
dated 28th March 2006, hereby extends the powers and 
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the State of Kerala for 
investigation of the offences involved in Crime No. 294/95 
of Mananthavady Police Station, Wayanad District 
renumbered as Crime No. 31/CR/96 of Crime Branch CID, 
Kozhikode relating to murder of Smt. Ayisha and attempts, 
abet.nents and conspiracies in relation to or in connection 
with one or more of the offences mentioned above and any 
other offence or offences committed in the course of the 
same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/16/2006-AVD-D] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 


2538 GI/2006 


(7505) 
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21 3RRT, 2006 

^T.STT. 3455.-##T TRTR q^RT f## 

WFB arfilfTTR, 1946 (1946 ^FT TT. 25) #t 

TRT 6 # ■Rm ##T VTTT 5 #f^R-TKT ( 1) SRTRTtT Trf^RTTf 
TT y4)'i +# 1H7 T-tU^h 7FT 7RTR # srfTTJTT TL 
101 ##37R 2006, f#TTT 24 2006 SRT RTRT 7TF#<T 3 

(i) # #?r nr#, ^ t#T nf«r ; Pftm;, ^Tfrnri 

( 2 ) 

(3) # 7T#, ^TROT'^, 

(4) #r#r stfrt, -fcrtf 

^t#fe,(5) #T#R3fFRT, ##1^ 

3TTr (6) ##. TtfTTHFT,nrf#n,##^ 
r#t? tt4r TT^Frfnf n«n sNf t# ftr#f 3 ft 
s##r#' # 1#^ nrrg 

T5# #7 ^T7 #1 526.19 nm Tn^TT #331 

# # f#?; RT7 #t n%m, i860 (1860 tt u 

45) # TRT 120-#, nrqfecT TTTT 409 T# 420, #T WHK 
fWT*T 3lf#WT, 1988 (1988#T ###mu 2) #t TRT 
13(2) Tmfen trt i3( l )(#) # 37#n ts#t arm# cmr 
ctr## ■rr^jct arm# #r arm# ^ tt##t 

7TTTTT 3PRT# T*R 7# TToZ^FR # 3FJ5FR R fsFtr tjtt 3TTTT 
cl*# ^ 3FR 3PRT# TT 3R^1 T# # 

f#* t^r# f#?fa rnmi # 7KT# # viPw# #r 

^rtn^iRdi tt -frrTR 7 ## tft nr tr# Iri 

[U 228/43/2006-^#.#.-II] 

#i rtto, sfr 7Tf#t 

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2006 

S.O. 3455.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Karnataka vide Notification No. HD 
101 PCR 2006, dated 24th June, 2006, hereby extends the 
powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special 
Police Establishment to the, whole of the State of Karnataka 
for investigation of.offences punishable under Section 
120-B of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 read with Sections 
409 and 420 of the Indian Penal Code, i860 (Act No. 45 of 
1860) and Section 13(2) read with 13( 1 )(d) of Prevention of 
Corruption Act, 1988 (Act No. 2 of 1988) and substantative 
offences thereof, against (1) Shri Ramesh Gelli, formerly 
Chairman and Managing Director, erstwhile Global Trust 
Bank, (2) Shri Sridhar Subasri, formerly Executive Director, 
erstwhile Globa! Trust Bank, (3) Shri Mohammed Shafi, 
formerly Deputy General Manager, ersthile Global Trust 


Bank, (4) Shri Nadeem Ahmad, Managing Director, 
M/s. CCL Flowers Limited, (5) Shri Najeem Ahamad, 
Director, M/s. C.C.L. Flowers Ltd. and (6) Shri C. Srinivasan, 
Proprietor, M/s. Inter Flora Farms and Exports and unknown 
others, for fraudulently obtaining credit facilities and 
thereby cheated the bank to the sum of Rs. 526.18 lakhs 
and any other public servents or persons in relation to, or 
in connection with the said offences, any other offences 
committed in the course of the same transaction or arising 
out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/43/2006-AVD-II] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 

Rf ftc#, 21 3RRcT, 2006 

cKT.3R. 3456 .-<*>s0m y.a\SKt fWh 
TTPHT ##WT, 1946 ( 1946 TT 3?f#WT7T. 25) # TRT 
6 #77TT ##T TRT 5 #t 7R-TRT ( 1 ) "gRT RTF tllPw# TT 
y mVi T# ^ <+Uq 1 RTTR # ’’JF ("RR) iTRFT T)t 
U 4291/^R3/2004/#R, f#TT7 4 3#Tf, 2006 5RT 

IRT RT## 

TFTTf#!, 1860 (1860 45) # RRI 120-#, 

459, 471, 420 #7 34 # 34#T ^ SHTTR 7l'. 
275/#3m/TT^l 1/03 3fR 3TT7T# ^ RT» 34RRT 

^ 3TRT# ^ 7T##T TTOTrT RTc#, #7 

TF#jf T«IT TfoTTFR # at^sbH 1#ti TR "3#f 
T*#‘ ^ f## m 3W1 3TTTT 3PRT# # 3T#TnT # 

WTTT # W# ##T# 3fR 
33fTT>lf#T TT fafclK TFT RT TR# 1 

[T7. 228/28/2006-R.#.#. II] 
■#; RTiTTT, 3TTT TrfToT 
New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 
S.O. 3456.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (ActNo. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent of State 
Government of Kerala Home (M) Department vnfe 
Notification No. 4291/M3/2006/Home, dated4th April, 2006, 
hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members 
of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of 
the State of Kerala for investigation of Crime No. 275/CR/ 
SlI/03 registered by CBCID, SIG-II, Emakulam under 
Sections 120-B, 468,471,420 and 34 of Indian Penal Code, 
1860 (45 of 1860) and attempts abetments and conspiracies 
connection with one or more of the offences mentioned above 
and other offences committed in the course of the same 
transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/28/2006-AVD-II] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 
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IqTrft, 22 37*174, 2006 

45T.37T. 3457.—4?5ta 4H4»K t^SRI ftwft JjftW 

74PRT 37fafqq*7, 1946 (I946qq37fafqq*?77. 25)4^4171 
6 771*7 ^rfaRT 4T7I 5 qft <4 4*IK1 (1) £171 554 "TTf^RTf 5FIT 

rahr *F7ft gfwn 7 k*i w^u *jf Iwt qft grfaqyn 
7L 20/1/2006-3 T^nft-l, fatfaf 12 ^Rli 2006 5171 W7T 
3?lqf4 *£7 3T77RR 77T*Ttft 37fafqq*T, 1940 (1940 
3qf23)4)1417116, 17,17XT, 17 41, 1841 3?fcqi7l 
18 (7?1) ^ i£ ^trj ^ 

3fkfv Msrt, Tfrft qa, gftq rm srcr foTf d«ilU(K 
T^t#-3, sftslfqqr afa, -g*fa, TiVilqq, gftqiufi ^qftTR 
4*fR^,2006^f^^M^r^^ws^i <w i 
3 3q j$fl 3757141 ^ 7T4f4?T 37*741 717144 TO, gsfon 3?l7_ 
48tf31 *£ 37*4 3T7714 (3757141) 4*7147ft TfrM g ff ^ affiRT 
3 'HR 3744T 47*1 m 37*741 ^ ^ 45*J7f 444 375714 
( 31571*#) ^ 3R^qvT 4R# ql ftlH %# f&TClq ^jftrTTl 7*71551 
q> ti^wT qft viRki 4Y.^ 3ifM<t>ift4i 53 farcin TT^jyi gf75T°n 
7F55 57 *)<o) ^ I 

[77. 228/44/2006-5,^1.-11] 
45 y^ivi, 375777^4 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3457.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Haryana Home Department vide Notification 
No. 20/1/2006-3HG-I dated 12th July, 2006, hereby extends 
the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment to the whole of the State of 
Haryana for investigation of the offences under Sections 
16,17, 17A, 17B, 18B and clause (c) of section 18 of the 
Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940 (Act No. 23 of 1940), relating 
to the inspection conducted by Drugs Inspector, Sonipat, 
Haryana in association with the Central Bureau of 
Investigation in the premises of M/s D.K. Laboratories, 
S.G.C.-3 Industrial Area, Murthal, Sonipat, Haryana on 4th 
February, 2006 and other offence(s) of attempt, abatement 
and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with the said 
offence(s) committed in course of the same transaction or 
arising out of the same fact or facts, in relation to the 
aforesaid case. 

[No. 228/44/2006-AVD-II] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 


'few ifaim 

( TPTC3I faUHl ) 

(^qft*r 'mvmJti) 

5^ fonl, 24 2006 

( 3TRra?T ) 

45T.31T. 3458.-514% 37T55R 37f4fftq*7, 1961 (1961 

qq 43 ) (4gr 35 ft 4qq stfalwT q>gT qq? $) 4 ft 417? so gr 

4> 4ft 45-4T7T (4) 735 (iii) SRI 5571 7lf445l 45 5515 

4Rft £ 5 , ^ 777457 ft l arfcr, 1997 3 ^ g%7 441 
31 qrft, 2002 qft 77 * 71*4 gift 5Rft s^rftr %ft to 
45. m 193 (30 faTP*30‘*?H, 1999 7ftqrfT374*71 1 37^77, 

1997 3 ^ g%7 4*71 31 Rift, 2006 4# Wm ^ fcTR 

Wtr 4JT.3H 354 (3T) ^ -srftR W gTWR, ^TfuTRT 3lk 
( afteftfriy ajk iWo sift? 

5RT a^fftpRT ^ 3?k atORjf^T 

3lh: yTsiT^i yis<^d fjR^T 

-q^t ^dm 28 / 21 , ^pft, ^Rt- 60001 8 

t 'qg ^ 7T. 14-qt (-qr^), TTnq 
W&S Ttg, f^RTT 011^441, 3TR1 q^T-500032 

3?lt^Pi«i* i ,.Mi e h ^)T f^TRT <61 

afk. ^srafaFT w&n $ tr ^ 3^'«r 4 

gf^rfeRT fwt sftt TOff ^ 3T#q 41 (hM 
^ t^RT 13-12-2004 ^ ^ U 15/40/04-aqj^ *ft 371 f 

^ 3TRPhT34rr 3?l«lPl«h RR? ^ 37g*t^T t ; 

374 -344 37faf44*T 4^ 4RT 80 gt 4T gq- 

4RL(4) ^ (iii) URT M VlPWdf 4JT 3RTU7 
^ 7R4JTT ^\SKI ^44 ^4 (iii) ^ IRTORT^ 

W ^ qfq#g m 

4*71 STjrf^RT qq yqtfdd fqrq ^fl "344 <shshH R>t 
37fq^f4RT4R4ti 1 

[srftRjqqT-tf 191/2006/qq.U 178/76/2005-37T.4T.fq.-l] 

<{l H=h *pf, 3747 Ttfqq 

3f<j4fU 

gRf f^Rqr w 7774TR ^ qrq^ft yTMif^ 37ig^g 
%»f i’m sMfhq? qR> qft qf^r fqR; ^ ^ 
375*^ U4R f%4T**Firl I 

1 . (i) afaitPre 3 Mshh qn gw : qrq^ft qrg43 

M*iks 

(ii) M74lf4 4 Vm : 77^77. 14-il (qi^), 

■m 

Tricpmq^Rt, grg^F 

iTRlffe, 

Riqnp f^RTi 
377RJ q^T-500032 

(iir) gfhatfqy qt^ 4 jt t 25897.03 4*1 *7tet 

a^PTRT 




7508 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2,2006/BHADRA11,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(iv) vkciiPici «hi4<heim : 


Uf|di ^ jim atoritftra. w 4 ^h i m ^rr janm 



RR 3R^ Rt TtfFFT 



pRFR 

3RI 

3TRRRT RRTR 





RT 

8 

89 

892 


\ 




8 

89 

893 

R 

8 

89 

894 


( v) afl«l)Pl4> 494PI ^ IrTR 

: 90.18% 

TRcTlfRcT 3?RHRtR fa «FT 


RfiT?TcT 


( vi) RTpR^RRv "3RRtR trT^ 

: 9.82% 

^TRfftcT ^T.3»T MfcTVId 

. 4 - 

(vil) dflalPHh lp?T RR 

: 30^ 

^JHdM Rf^IT 


(viii) yWlfacT^T fR4?I 

: 60RRtF 

(Tlf^T RRR^f) 


(ix) 4dlPw» 3 rrPt ^ f^rq; 

: 37.50 RRte 

PrftcT R1H R7 iR^RT 


(Rf?TW^4i) 


(x) 3RRT3RTRRi fq=hm RT 

: 54.87 RRte 


RT f^faT Rt VlltHcrl t 
(Tlf^T FR 4f) 

(xi) 3flftUPt«k W ^ 3TTR ; 2005 

T& y<Wlfad ftfa 

2. 4i«*> "4 3R7RRRT fq«t>KH RT >^icih 
rM^RT RFJcT ^ 50% 3 RR R?f #TT I ^ 

3?i«jiPl=b SJ*> Rft SiWlPlcb <JHRpI R» f?R FlfHfl R<M 
RRcTT %, Rt Hincrl "4 '4WlPi,4> T^T^T R» Pih1 u i «ei 4 R>t FTPTcf 
*rffcT faRSKT 3T4*K^H! RI ^JRcTR 7^4 ^RT RftRfaHT RFTcT 
^ 60% 3 RR RFt' fW I 

3. P=l<fcl*l <HS<t> («*-H«b •H-S=h ^frf^cT) , ‘SftrfPjffi 

CRT ^fa^ST, ^RcT RPR TjfRRT, ild+IM ^ZRRf, fRSJR 

dcMKH TJR f^rr, cT«TT T&ft 3FT 7jfRRT< *4 

^iAPm* *trt4^n?ti4 j^cj <HIHI”^ <Jh4Pi R> firiy, ^ Rlt RTpq^RRT 

7t pRfcqftR T#J V 1? I 

4. 1 3^f, 2002 RftRRRT. 354 (31) ^%nq> 6 

^ ^3R 4*H1IR> (‘ST) 4f tfTfd«6i «it #W (2) 4 


R^ftPl, UI«*i4R< fwm cRT RR^Bt 
RRTc^ETt TtRTR 

mtm CRT WR RRM&fl R>|4 r>*T I M 

RRjfRT?#R CRT S'^pTRfl RR 3RT ffRRfcO 
R^shOIIS 


-aRrTpsM Rfr$ RRRT ?Rqf fRRTt 3?l«j)PlR> RTR? ^ fens fTRcT 

aftaiPi^ ^ ^t 50 % 3 srfaRr Ifrtt Rrftcr Rtf R^tf i j* 

s4faRT*f fRRt W]i RR 3TRTR RRT RT R^T ^ STfaRT TFR 
3T«RT T&ftn RR RRJR ^ y4lv*H f^TR fRRft '3TFPT cRT 
f*FT RRTRt ^ t I 

5. sttrsrrt 3T3*iMf P4 h 4 Pr^n Ph4vi «<i«N ^ ^ 
^RT f^?ft 3FW fq4?T 3T*RT 3Tf^RRft HKcTI^I f^?! 3T«RT 
snTcTfa iFf4 ^ 3T«RT W TTO 3RcT ^TT^T ^ 3RFfcT 
W% ^ TUftRRJT tft ?nfTTFT . -3ft TRcT Ufa cRT 
!lfaRT3Tf ^ 3T5RR 3RFT 3 ftRT ^TTTRT I 

6. TR 3Tf^RT^^I (l)(vii) ^F Treqr 4' 

4+l54[ ^ 3?I^Pl+ ^ ^ 3RfWcT Ff# ^ 3WcT ift 
3TfvfRR ^ 3FPfcT ^R cTR WcT ^ t I 

7 . 3srcf ■3R^fI 3 tt? 43 faPf^, tr ^rfV 

^ 3T^)P|+ RRf ^T 'iMIcH ^ T^HT t^RT 3Rf^ 4' 

3TFRR 3lftTfWT, 1961 «TRT 80 ?T ^ ^ Wl-mx (4) ^ 
TsT-S (jii) 4> 3FT4cT cTR ^ | 

8. ^cT 3j|«ilPl4i RFfc % 3TTR RT 

arf«Rj^n % ^1 1 (xi) ■prfe %fa ^ Tj^7 M ^rrq 
PcJdH 3FRR 3Tfvf^R, 1961 'ttfl SRF80 ^Tqfr^»t 

■jq-^RT 4 (iii) 4> 3 TcT4cT crTR WcT ^ 3TtldtPw 
qi4> %5RT 2002 ^ 3TcRfcT RRT ^^h) 44 3JTRT FFT artfMcT 
#n 1 

9. RF STJRl^T ^ T^TT 4^4 ^<^44 xTm^ 

Ms, f^R?t yfirfaRT ^ft ^ 

T44 (4*4^ 4*11,. qfq 

(i) 3n4^T qq piR^ 3TRR RT ^ TFFK ?RT 

yq'l f^RTT RRT 4i RFIcT ^RTyRJ^RT 
3RRT 'tifcinq cRhh<«»> ^JJcRl I 

(ii) w^qcraTterrtaqFfrqft 3Ri^r^^f5R^ 
%TT 3T^ifhFT t^RTl 3FT RR^R ^ RR 4f Rf^ 
Ft RRIR f^RTT RRT ^ |. 



7509 


[^11-1*1 3(ii)] 2,2QQ6/qK 11,1928 


.. .. 4 r \ ft ii *f \ t» j» n \ f 

10 . *«w IFflwr UNBRl SBt<4 TflFwX, 

(aw^ mm) ^ twwr ata 

fMI vA*h»h <mw.»0 ^wairaftff 

T&nt a«n«w>af afc sfciM m jfa tw ift wn tfc 1 &r 
3 *RWRRlf afa atRiffcft ^ ^ *ft nftr 

TH*T UfRTCtT ttBWWW, 4&V|PlUi 3^T tlvM 

frnmr, wf, riflfe^k-i i mndtm *TOwr ^ 

u. jd 3tfo^n^f alk i faw 4dPn> 

2002 ^?R^^^^ 31fTOH , 3« «Wf^^ 
%r fh^r ^ht -4if%i^ Ditwi fatj is n*Pr afcpfir mu 
wz Pkr srt 11 ^=* mm m$m agstor ^ *rrcs 3 

^ i i^> 4_t ^ i» ** +* \ _\ f * ^^^ 

R*Ml e *W« -IW MW<U'i «H«U IttWWf, ’^FtJ 3TOImU> 
TOfrStfftS, 2002 'TOff 3I«|BIT W '3EffW^^T ^SV 

st nft ^ M$*\m d smm rm h 

iz ^ mm •$ 3?3%!t ^ flpir iti&z wf d 
%ST TO *ft TfripR 3TTO d TO ^PHT 3TTO 

%# ^MT*S*>T a^fl<H IS* 3 3frt^F ^T 3TSTOT SRT, 
4«>P l » Spfr *fr 3PpfrpT Sft grfrl yTT^TT I 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 




S.O. 3458.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the notification 
of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy and 
Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 
1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 
and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and v&fe number 
S.O. 354(E) dated the 1 st day of April, 2002, for the period 
beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 
31 st day of March, 2006; 


And, whereas. M/s. Jayabheri Properties Private 
Limited, having registered office at 28/21, Demonte Colony 
Alwarpet, Chennai-600018, is developing an Industrial Parit 
at Survey No. 14-P(Part), V illage Koodapur, Serlingampally, 
Hi-tech City Road, Madhapur, Rangareddy District, Andhra 
Pradesh-500032; 

And, whereas, the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/40/04-IP & ID dated 13-12-2004 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Jayabheri Properties Private Limited, 
Chennai, as an Industrial park for the purpose of the said 
clause (iii). 

[NotificationNo. 191/2006/F.No. 178/76/2005-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARQ Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Jayabheri Properties Private 
Limited, Chennai. 

1. (0 Name of the : Jayabheri Properties Private 

Industrial * Limited 

Undertaking 

00 Proposed location : Survey No. 14-P(Part), 
Village Kondapur, 
Serlingmpally, Hl-tech City 
Road, Madhapur, 
Rangareddy District, 
Andhra Pradesh 500032 

Ou) Area of Industrial ; 25897.03 Square Meters 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 




NIC Code 



Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

8 

89 

892 

— ■ 

Data Processing, Software Development 
and Computer Consultancy Services 

B 

8 

89 

893 

— • 

Business and management 
consultancy activities 

C 

8 

89 

894 

— 

Architectural and engineering and 


other technical consultancy activities. 
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(v) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use 

90.18% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for commercial use 

9.82% 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

30 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 
(Amount in Rupees) 

60 crores 

(ix) Investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

37.50 crores 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

54.87 crores 

(w) Proposed date of : 

Commencement ofthe 

Industrial Park 

June, 2005 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of die total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 


3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-pafagraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 
354 (E) dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more.than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Jayabheri Properties Private Limited, 
Chennai, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park 
during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) 


of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Jayabheri 
Properties Limited, Chennai shall be solely responsible for 
any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval 
is accorded by the Central Government contains 
wrong information/misinformation or some 
material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Jayabheri Properties Private Limited, 
Chennai transfer the operation and maintenance of the 
industrial park (i.e., the transferor undertaking) to another 
undertaking i.e. the (transferee undertaking), the transferor 
and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Enterprenurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Pro/notion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

4 11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 

well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Jayabheri 
Properties Private Limited, Chennai, fails to comply with 
any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part ofthe applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

^ 26 -gen i, 2006 

( 3TO*FT) 

3459.—1961 (1961 
43) (w TOT t) m 80 * 

(4) ^ ^ (iii) UTCT TOtT VlfaTOf TPtfa 
3 1 1997 3 ^ TOT 31 

RRf, 2002 TOt Sfqfa f^ -flTOT ^T. 3TT. 

193 (3T) fTOFF 30 1999^^fo*TOT 1 3T^T, 1997^ 

^ TOT 31 2006 ^ TPTOT STCfa ^ IfcR'STTOl 

«FT.3TT. 354 (3?) ^ tTTCff TTO5R, flOfuMT sfa 

totto ( af l si i P i c iffir afa from) ^ 
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fcffi**R2,2006/RlK 11, 1928 


-fart Mh<U , 4 / 1 , ts 

v P te ^«ffl<n -7ooooi, 4,^NNr-itit,'&E*- v, 

fwH ^pr, cfar fast, fa^rr-ifi 24 whi, yfiw 
^nm-700091 

3ffc 'flqpfc 4>»3\ *H«t>K v i ^7* 3TpRJjRT it if 
■afcnnsicl Pimh 3?R *fidT it 3Titp Rlf^P^T clMI 30^ R3P?RT 
^ I^Tfa 13-4-2006 ^’Ril 5/156/2005-3*1$ it T*£ 3*1$ 
^t ^ 3Rpffl <R<T 3?|g)p|4> Wti ^ 3*^f4« fa*lT f; 

3RT Jtfim 34& 3*f\jfapi ^ qm 80 
^TO (4) T$T§fe (iii) ~m U^T TTfafa ^T 3Rfa ^ ^r, 
^ 7R4JR PJP^RT ‘3^T ^ (iii) ^ 3f%5RI«1 3^«|Pl4» 
Pfa ^ ^ if iwi fViftw uf4tii4< fdfi&S, «h)<n*t>!fu SR* 
li$1frd cmr 3Pftfact v$ y^ i Hrici faq; m t£ ^ ^t 

srftrcjffar 4Rit t1 

[3?f«rq^^l95/2006mu 178/58/2006-3*l4T.fi.-I] 

<0h<*> *pf, 3R7 ^fqq 

3Rpro 

^ f^R tR RRcT WTO i fafa** -Qtefrn 
fctfn^s, ^IcI^ICII ^KI, 3fhatf»R> Rfa 7 TfecT PfcTJ, ^ 
3*^)^ y<xR Pt>Mi ■§ I 

1. (i) 3ffeilPl4> 4M*H 4»T RlR : PfcPw* 

Prlfais 

(ii) 3JWnPsRT WH : faku 4, 

7rfa-itit,ite*:-v, 
fiVR ^^PR, 
cfaftrct, faRT-iN 
24 WHT, 
iHTR-700091 

(iii) 3?lti\Pi'?i Vlfa ®FT : 61486 iW 

(iv) m^rfa * ^s pfaR Tq 


(v) 3?liitfi^ir ^siPi i [?i^ : 92.00% 

■Prafftsi 3Twzita «fa 4?r 

iifiivifl 

(vi) qiP»ii^s^» 3 T *it T T i ^W[ : 8.00% 

ftqfftcr 3*nfgft<* tfa 

yftwM 

(vii) : 5"^ 

WTT 

(viii)yWlfad4jRfii7T : 110:00^5 

(Tlfa ^ if) 

(ix) 4gj t filfr TOfa ^ : 72.00 itffe 

PiPki T*TH RT tMfa 

(Tlfa if) 

(x) 3RUU4HW4. t^TO W : 104.50 
f*i7T^rai3?i«flPi«K 

3#T ^ fal* Plftd RR 

m it *nffar t 

(TlfTT i) 

(xi) sfhdtPRT Rfa it 3»RR : 23-3-2006 

^t TTRTlfaff IcTfa 

2. fait 4ci)Pi*r Rfa if <H«5(m^Hi Rr-ajfraR 

f!^T Rftit^RT RPRT *£ 50% -i ^i*T itm i ii 

4ti > P i 4i W ^t 3ffgtPrar -3^1 ^ ftp? 1^ PR TO 

f , ^ i 3?lfiiPl«b PR ^ PihI°I ^»t RFRt 
3*RHttpn PT "Sfi nRql'^'it «i*in 

^ 60% ^ ^t*n I 

3. 3R fqq>w if tis4» (PW^ tifcrt), 

cmi pt^31, ?lt«R ^P?«n, ^1cT«3RtH 

3cMKH t^cTTOT, ^Idl^c-H cWl i«t 3Rf ^Rn?R( 

vnfid ^ ^ 3ft at Pi oh <?i4dxHiH 
^t <nP»iM+ ^ PinM** t?i y^4d i> i 

4. I^PF 1 3T^T, 2002 ^»t ^T.3TT. 354 (3T) ^ ^RIPF 

6 ^ ^ itrory (^r) if ^ totr ( 2) i 

■sRnRsid q>)$ ij^rpr ^^>1$ <^WiPiq> Miq> i f^ly, 


TPT 3TT# # Rf^lT ^ HW altotf^RF *l4«?fU4 ^T 7SR5R 


TR 3T1$ Rt 'Hf^n I^TO 1 


sFRTt. 

3PJRPT 

"SPTPT 


*Nt 



7 

75 

752 

- 



8 

89 

892 

- 

to ytiftTM, RPwi^R flrara twt 4.^7 
WITff 


8 

89 

893 

- 

TBrttarc to ir^R iftA 
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mjt 50% ^ 3rftre> vrft?r Mift i w 
mm sttto k# mt ^ 3jfaMr 
3T«WT 4>»<0 m MTFJMT # 3TSPT MMT 

5. 3TP=rr^ 

srci Tim fifai 3i«im Mter 3m 

MR#I ft#f 3?«WT TOT WT TKJfl MtfJM # 3RKf?T 
TflffoKM # WfKST i, #t 3I^7T itft MMT MfiBMTSff 

# 'Si^K 3KrFT ^ f^TMT ^iy,Mi I 

6. 2fcK&H\ # fa 1 ( vii) 3 ?im 3 

$+l$# # 3fa)fl|+ MT# 3 3fqft*ld # 3M*RT w 
3TfafalM # 3RKfa MR ?TTO TOT *t TO# $ I 

7. fatf cfcWuhlfll <W 3TMfa 

# #TO 3falPl+ MTM> MTT MR *5TRt 7#MT 3KlfM 3 
3MMMR SlfafMMM, 1961 #t MKT 80 ^ MT#tTq~MKT (4)# 
T55 (iii) # 3Rpf<T m Mf# t I 

8. ^OlPlc*, Ml# % 3TRM 3 
3lf%KJ^RT # % 1 (xi) A’ MM # MM7 M 
f^TO* # 3TTTO 3fafWT, 1961 #tMTO80F^#t 
■3M-MKT 4 (iii) # 3fiKf?T cTTM TOT MK^ # faq afaWw 
MT# #3RT 2002 # 3#rf<T TOT <H^hKh TOT MRMT 3#f5RT 
#MT 1 

9. MS 3?fa ^nnji afa fatf fopFW 

qpfefat PmPh^ , 4»)d* i d i » Ufl sAm #1 ftp# yRtfam # 
f^Kj; tom ift Mw fan, MfM 

(i) 3TT#M mm ftsPH# 3TIMK MT fa* TOMTR SKT 

3K|Mfaf TTaH t#MT TOT ^f MTO tj^ii 
^TOT # 3TTOT MiftTTO ^JTOT M # 

# I 

(ii) MS'fa 3ft#fTp* MT# #) 3Wft*#T^f^RT# 

^ 3FM -3MMTM # MTM 4' M^ 

Tt TOT f#MT MMT ^ I 

10. f#fm ETMe#R f^TfMts, 

(3TMf^ 3RKTO# ’HMsPM) 3ffMTO MT# ^RT MR 3fa 
3T^FT 1## T3MMTM ( 3TM^ 3 TM fi # ' 3 MiR M ) #) 

M#TT # 3T'd^l+df 3^ 3Tcrft# 34^«W ^RIKR^ # f^T 
sMrorf afo 3raM ^mmtm # fi rarft a mrk #t nf<T 
#“MTM 3?|?ilfil«h flSIMdl 3fj«iiPl4> Wfa 

t#MFT, MMM, f^ft-11 M 3€JM!ffj6l61 

11 . 3#-KJMMT ^f 3fh?inad wft # M1M-M1M •&$$}*> 
K1#MVk, 2002 TSf ?nfTO -& ytft MM 31^M 1 W ~5E 3TMfM # 

1#MT TRT MlffUl, F>HiA’ W 7#)M # 3KT#T WM TOT 
if I MTMHT MTTO ^ 

t Mf^ ^Kf fM>fH4H ‘MTM?#K RtTPh^, 4.)M+ldl 3^f»l+ 
M1# ^M, 2002 t#?cT 3TMMT W 3Tf^MMT #t 1## 
ttff # arjMT^f A' 3TMW tfMT I 


12. MTMiR # 3T^#^d # f#TT TOT 

1#MT MMT *ft WftMM 3m Mf#M ^f MRTT TOTT 3TMMT 

1## B#1 M5T a^MkH MRT^ ^f M5T 3KFRT TFMT, 

3fla)Pl4» MI# # 3T3#^T #) 3T^M MMT #TT I 

New Delhi, the 26th July, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3459.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1 st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Phoenix Software Limited, 4/1, 
Red Cross Place, Kolkata-700001, is developing an 
Industrial Park at Plot No. 4, Block-BP, Sector-V* Bidhan 
Nagar, Salt Lake City, District-North 24 Parganas, West 
Bengal-700091; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/156/2005-IP & ID dated 13-4-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Phoenix Software Limited, Kolkata, as an 
industrial park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 195/2006/F.No. 178/58/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARQ Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Phoenix Software Limited, 
Kolkata. 


1. (i) Name of die 
Industrial 
Undertaking 
(ii) Proposed Location: 


(iii) Area of Industrial 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Phoenix Software Limited 


Plot No. 4, Block-BP, 
Sector-V, Bidhan Nagar, Salt 
Lake City, District-North 24 
Parganas, West Bengal- 
700091; 

61486 Square Metres 
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Nature of Industrial activity With NIC code 



NIC Code 



Description 

S. Nor 

Section Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

7 

75 

752 

— 

Telephone 

communication services. 

B 

8 

89 

m 


Data processing, software 
development and computer 
consultancy services. 

C 

8 

89 

893 

— 

Business and management 
consultancy activities. 


(v) 

Percentage of allocable area : 

earmarked for industrial use 

92.00% 

(vi) 

Percentage of allocable area : 
earmarked for commercial use 

8.00% 

(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

5 Units 

(viii) 

Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

i 10.00 crores 

(ix) 

Investment on built up space 
for industrial use 

72.00 crore 


(Amount in Rupees) 


(x) 

Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

104.50 crores 

(xi) 

Proposed date of : 

Commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

23-3-2006 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of 


S.0.354 (C) dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more 
than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an 
Industrial Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate 
and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board 05 Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separate!/ as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Phoenix Software Limited, Kolkata shall 
continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period in 
which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of 
Section 80-IAofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 

. under sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 80-IA ofthe Income Tax 
Act, 1961. 

9- The approval will be invalid and M/s. Phoenix 
Software Limited, Kolkata, shall be solely responsible for 
any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(0 the application on the basis of which the approval 
is accorded by the Central Government contains 
wrong information/misinformation or some 
material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Phoenix Software Limited, Kolkata, 
transfer the operation §nd maintenance of the industrial 


2538 GI/06-2 
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park (i.e., the transferor undertaking) to another 
undertaking (i.e., transferee undertaking), the transferor 
and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Enterpreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the trensferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentionedin this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Phoenix 
Software Limited, Kolkata, fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 


R. 52, 54, R>R? RlRt, =tvHi®n qucik ft* 

R°F 3lWlp|«b RTRi R>T RR TFT “t; 

sta, ^ rrfr ^ ^r ^ 3Rpfa ft* 

^fRRTRT 19-4-2006 ^R*R. 15/154/2005-3TT$Rl RS 3R$ 
^ 3FcffcT 

3Rt, ^RfdR, 3TftlfRRR Rft RRT 80 $1 R>t 
(4) ^ ^ (iii) sm rrrt 

1^, RTR>R R?FJj*RT 753d 73^ (iii) 3i3RTfiHT*S 3tl«lPi<*> 
^ rr ft fewfer fawm PdPH^U, rr^Pr sm 

fad^Rd cTRT SRpfad R3 y^lfcTd ftfiR ^ RRsFR dft 
3Tf*Rjf3rf RRcft i? I 


12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

fRv#, 26 t, 2006 

(3TRRFT) 

3R.3R 3460.-RIRf«P 3TTR3R 3Tfafd3R, 1961 (1961 

3TT 43) (RST 3RR ^ 3?fRpRTR W RRT f) dft RRT 80 ^ 
Rj 3>t 7RT-RRT (4) eft Isi-S (iii) ^RTRRtT Rlf^Rlt RiT RRftl 
Will $R, ^ RR??R R 1 3TtvT, 1997 ^ tWT 31 

Rrd, 2002 ^ ROW RTcft 3TRfR ^ WIT 3TT.3TT. 
193(3?) IRTIR) 30 RT3, 1999 3fr^flRcT*IT 1 3T^eT, 1997 ^ 
<T«fT 31 Rr4, 2006 3^ RRTRT 3RTftT fdR RRJJT 
RR.37T. 354(3?) ^ ^ftR RRd 7R3IR, 3^ ^TlR 

qVRTR (afojtfw dtfa 3^ Rc??fa fdRFT) dft 3?fSRJ3dT3?f 
URT 3?|^)P|eb RTRi 3>t fHlfPcf 3^ 3TftRjf3d 3>t is; 

3fR, T^Rf PhdlfdR fRR?R 
72R8,^R7te, RWtFRR. «PldU-560 052, fad^RR fRRJTR 


[3rf*RJ3RR. 196/2006/RR.R. 178/71/2006-3TT.RT.R-I] 

RtRR> tpf, 3T3T Rfad 

fjR R? RRd RRER ^ ^Rtf PbdWi fwwm 
fdfais, £RT 3Mfw RIRj Rft Rf3cT f^R RTT^ 

TO fRRt RRT f I 

1. (i) sMfRRTRR^RRRRRT : Rh“dTw»<fRWRl 

: Ffccitax M!«f? 

R. 52, 54,'t^T 
RR4 Rfe, <4>RI«0 
ei®<crii, -560024 

: 1 33,084.34 

(iv) RRnfRcf 4>l4=6dlM 



rr anf Tft Rf?di ^ Rm aftatter w 



RR 3?|^ r! 



f^RTRT 

sFR R*. 

3T5RTR 

RRTR 

RRF 



RT 

7 

75 

- 

- 

RRR "ft^TR 

RI 

8 

89 

892 

- 

RTRT RtftftRT, RTRR^R f^RT W 
RRTrftRt^RIR 

R 

8 

89 

893 

- 

R7RTRR rRJT RRRR RvRRT^ft e hl4 c hdN 

R 

8 

89 

894 

- 

RR^fRF'ftR R«1T f^PRRft RR 3RR 


Ri'RdtRt RH^RWITR 


^3- 


8 


89 


895 


Rfm rr •ftsfTR 
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(v) a?tftPiR» 4 hrVi ft 
RWlfftfl 3TTRftfa fa^\ 
yfavM 


90.05.% 


6 . ft arfft^Rm ft ftn i (vii) 3 wn ft 

SRTTFTf ft 3i1ulPi<?i RIR? ft ^qf^o left "ft <JMTR1 ft FT 
atfftRRR ft 2H-ti4n q»< cflM y im ft y*h<l $ I 


(v?) Tftft^wRr wiftftf^; 
ftrftfft ftft <$T rPivm 

: 9.95% 

7 . ftrrft Th^hi ftnftc ft awfft 

ft ftrn afiftfw Rift rr rmicir Rft iftn fftrr aiarfft ft 

(vii) ftftpRF-^ftftftf 
ftSRT 

:3#* 

afTRRR arfftwr, 1961 ftt RRI 80 F R» fttRR-RRI (4) ft 
<s4 (iii) ft aplftl ^P4 Rift i 

(viii) RTRntftr gw fftstarr 
(ftftWT ft) 

: 10279.00 ^irar 

8. RfR RRd aftftfw Rift ft 3TRTT lift ft FT 
aiPRJRRT ft % 1 (xi) ft ftf^z fftft ft T^aF Rft ft RRTRT 

(ix) 3liftPi<+» sRftn ft I^r; 
fftftd T«TH Rt Pft?T 
(Tlfft 7RR ft) 

: 4844.00 WTSl 

Iq^Rq sffli ^ ft 3TTRRR arfftPlRR, 1961 ftt RRT 80 F Rf> ftt 
FT-RRI 4 (iii) ft fafa WR RTRT Rift ft IftR aftftftlRf 
Rift "ftRRT 2002 ft afcRfcI RRT 3T^ftRR RTRT RRRT 3ftfftR 

a_. 

(x) aRTFRRRRRRT P^TRI RT 

: 8700.00 ?m 

WIT 1 


r> \_ r> V A 

m?T TRTTh 3TMyiHl<+ 

Frftn 

rt Pft*i ft ?nfH^ % 

(Tlf^T *RR ft) 

(xi) aftftfRRT Rift ft aiRR : 31 -03-2006 

ftf ftt ywilfti Iftft 

2. Iftft ftftfire Rift ft' ar grere Hi rt ^rtr 
P ftvi ^>?T RftftsRT ?TRTcT ft 50% ft RRT Rft ftRT I ftft 

Rift ft aftftfRRI dmiVl ft ftfftr V&\ RRTR 

rrrt i, ft tiRft ft ftftf w t«t?t ft ftftuT Rift ft wra 
ftftrfftsra ajqftwi rt ^ktr Tgft ^irtr 

ft 60% ft^ftftni 

3. ■w.qqi (qq»US ft ^■6«n wsm* Tlisn), qcii'jR 
m r fttaftr, ftft rth fttrc Tjfam, ifaRro ftzsft, fftjd 

Tjft fw^T, R«n ftft 3T^7 TjfRRR ft 

<*>l4RiW!H ftj WHl-M dM^Vl ft fcTTT $ ft RTfftfcRRI 
ft Prftrftn fa R-gw $ i 

4. fftft i after, 2002 fttRn.an. 354 (ar) ft%^ 
6 ft ^-ftrmw p®) ft ft^T ft rusr (2) ft 
aftriRsET y,q>ci tftftt aflftfRRl "'Tift ft Rru^ Pima 
aftft fi * fa rtt 50% ft arfftRi farm ftftr Rft ftft 1 ft 
yftsRift Iftft w *i rtt anvrn ri ft arfftR, tpr 
3TRRT ftfttR «bl*^i ft RftRR ft fan, Iftft TTRT 
fftsRRRRft ftt I 

5. anc^R* argfttaft fftftf fq^ft ft£ ft 

SRI flftft to Pftsi aiRRi aftmrft RRftR ftft?i awra? 
«nftta ftftft arawr r*tt ttrr tj^ct Iftft rtt^jt ft apRftr 
RrPif^v ftt^ RifWwi ft Tnffter $, "ft M^d ftftf R*n 
ftft^ift ft 3F£m a^m ft farar^num 1 


9. ^ sqftsH ft«f T#m ftr ft^rft fftftN^ 

(tif^i’5, Vlft^, ftft Iftft yPifftql ftt ft ferty, ^qq ft 

tftft^Riftn, 

(i) anftvr ^ fft^rft 3rmR ^rc ft^ ^rt 

arjft^T ro fft*TF Wd ^Hl/^ni 

3T5^ cTKZTT^ ^TT H ft ^ ft l 

(ii) ms <j®ki Hift ftl aiqfV*Tfft 

fm ar ^Mt^ r fftft apr tip ft ^rm ft T T?ft 
ft 37^H tftRTT PTT ft I 

10 . ft^ft^ft r^dlf=h( fftTc^T ftT^TT (a?ft^ 

aRuuwft br) affftlft^r w^rr afft ar^w 

(arft^aftftft ^wt) ftt gwmRd 
ft afd<ui4>ft afft aftftft aM^{=w 6ww<ui ft ftcH»i4ift 
ftk arftrft ft ^rr ftt ftft ft 

aRftTW WRRTT antllmft ftteT am W’RPI, 

aft'i r<^Vii ftt vrgwdi 

ft tjfqn ^ftft I 

11. FI aftRJ^Tftft^ftgrf ?lftftWT-W=T 

Rift TfttR, 2002 ft ?llfM<rl TR ?lft R71 ai^HHH FT ft 

ftm fftRT Rnft qffsy, fSRlft Iftxr ^ ^ftftr ft atftfcT cTHT 

wnlft^Riftft 1 ft^ srjftftR ftr ^tft ft 

~RRft ^rPi ftnft fciPU£ ,ftTftr: afiftftra? 

Rift Tftftr, 2002 ft fftftl TTft 3T«Tm FT 3TftRJ5RT ftt fftft 
ftt ’Tft ft ai^RTCR ft aRTReT <sm '§‘1 

12. ft^ tttsfr ft ai^ft^H ft fftn yU+d RTH ft 

Iftm rri ftlf ft ftft«R ai«rar ftftsq ft* rctt hrrt ar«raT 
fftft Bftr ^T R>ft ft aift^r rr arwei tfrt, 
atfftftiR? Rift ft ftf aftij mmi ft*n 1 
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New Delhi, the 26th July, 2006. 

(Income Thx) 

S.O. 3460. —Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IAof the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Ihdustry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide Number S. 0.193(e), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S. 0.354(E) dated the 1 st day of April, 2002 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Kirloskar Systems Limited, 
Embassy Star, 8, Palace Road, Vasanthnagar, Bangalore- 


560052 is developing an Industrial Park, at Kirloskar 
Business Park, Survey No. 52,54, Hebbal Farm Post, Kasaba 
Hobli, Bangalore; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry Letter No. 15/154/2005-IP&ID dated 19-04-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central government hereby notifies the • 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Kirloskar Systems Limited, Bangalore, as 
an industrial paik for the purposes of the said clause (iii). * 

[Notification No. 196/2006/F. No. 178/71/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of an 
industrial park by M/s. Kirloskar Systems Limited, Bangalore. 



l. (0 

Name of the Industrial Undertaking 

Kirloskar Systems Limited. 


(ii) 

Proposed location 


: Kirloskar Business Park, 

Survey No. 52,54, Hebbal Farm Post, 
Kasaba Hobli, Bangalore-560 024 


(iii) 

Area of Industrial Park 


1,33,084.34 Square Meter 


(iv) 

Proposed activities 



Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 



NIC Code 


Description 

S. 

Section 

Division 

Group Class 


No: 





A 

7 

75 

— — 

Communication services 

B 

8 

89 

892 — 

Data processing, software development 
and computer consultancy services 

C 

8 

89 

893 — 

Business and management consultancy 
activities 

D 

8 

89 

894 — 

Architectural and engineering and other 
technical consultancy activities 

E 

8 

89 

895 — 

Technical testing and analysis services 


(v) 

Percentage of allocable area earmarked for industrial use 

: 90.05% 


(vi) 

Percentage of allocable 

area earmarked for commercial use 

: 9.95% 


(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial units 

; 3 Units 


(via) 

Total investments proposed (Amount in Rupees) 

: 10279.00 lakhs 


(ix) 

Investment on built up space for industrial use 




(Amount in rupees) 


4844.00 lakhs 


(x) 

Investment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space for industrial use 

8700.00 lakhs 



(Amount in Rupees) 




(xD 

Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 

31-03-2006 
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2. The minimum investment on infrastructure de¬ 
velopment in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% 
of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park 
which provides built-up space for industrial use. The mini¬ 
mum expenditure on infrastructure development including 
cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less 
than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure developmentshall include roads 
(including approach roads). Water supply and sewerage 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, gen¬ 
eration and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such 
other facilities as are for common use for industrial activity 
which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 
354(E) dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and dis¬ 
tinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Cen¬ 
tral tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for for¬ 
eign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment 
by the Foreign investment Promotion Board or Reserve 
Qftnk of India or any authority specified under any law for 

time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed 
of only after the number of units indicated in-Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Kirloskar Systems Limited, Bangalore, shall 
•continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period in 
which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of 
section 801A of the income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial 
Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indi¬ 
cated in Para 1 (xi) of this notification fresh approval will 
be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002* for 
availing benefits under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80LA 
of the income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Kirloskar 
Systems Limited, Bangalore, shall be solely responsible 
for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(0 the application on the basis of which the ap¬ 
proval is accorded by the Central Govern¬ 
ment contains wrong information/misinfor- 
mation or some material information has not 
been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for 
which approval has already been accorded 
in the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Kirloskar Systems Limited, 
Bangalore, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
industrial park (i.e., transferor undertakihg) to another 
undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor 


and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance. 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertak¬ 
ing for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification 
as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 
2002 should be adhered to during the period for which 
benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Kirloskar Systems Limited, Bangalore, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact will invalidate the approval of the industrial Park. 

^ fareO, 27 'jcui, 2006 

(3ITOJT) 

^T.31T. M61.-TOfa 3tTWt 1961 (1961 

°FT 43) (w 3nfr TOT TO t) mi 80 * 

Tf» (4) TO (iii) 5RI Tlfapft ^»T 

^ 3 i sriter, 1997 3 im tun 

31 hi 4, 2002 TOft faft «wi TO 

3?l 193 (3T) faffST 30 1999 ^ W 1 

1997 3 tfTO W 31 2006 W?T 3TCfa ^ faR 

TO3TI. 354 (3T) ^fat W4>K, 3fft? 

tfritw (sfNftfrm. iffir aft? wvfo fro) aifa 
5TCT aft«iiPl4» TO? #3RT frlfa?! 3ft? Alfalfa? ! 

aft? fafa ?WWi T& 

Ftefc faro* -Rnf, -any, 

4?lg)Pl4> tfa *1HH1|4), 4KrW, TPTWR 3 TO aftlftpR! TO? 
"FI "TO TFT 

4ft? 'ft 3rffy?JTOT 

sfariftad frnm aift? vnff aiMN qiffeM twt atiPi 

^ Map 28-10-2006^ TO ?L 15/105/05-3nf^T^3nf ^ 
4Rpf?i 4<w arfhatfro apjtftfTO Pr>«u ft”; 

4W TO?T VRT 80 V 44MKI 

(4)^TO (iii) ^RT TOT Vllfal4T TO Tritn TOft ^ ^ 
(iii) ^ TOtTOfa 3ftlftfTO TO? ^ 

faR ^1 Tft TO?TTOTOT *ft 3lfa?jfa?T TOtft i I 

[a?fa^?T 198/2006/TOU 178/21/2006-an.V.fa-l] 

*I*f, 3W? 
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Pn *77 MRd TR«fTR # #777$ TR^qM TSf^jycf ^TmUvH Rlfa^S, ^RT alNHw yiy? yft 

*itc5n "311# £3 37"3*T[yy 5ITR tWRH "W # I 

1 (i) : "7R17 *trT sftijyTfy*nsTP^’feytfyftTR 

'SPTJC 

(ii) UWll«M7S7R : afa ilfofr afa * 7 R1*T Rft , 37m7, 7 W 7 « 1 W 

(iii) 3fl?j$Pl4> *Tiy$ yrf : 33.12 

(iv) ywifad +i4«*>wm 



*R 371^ 7# TTTFcTI ^ 771*7 3#7^f*RF <f)t4«hdiM yn 7Rm 


* 


*R 37lf 7# wfcni 

tyypy 


^P 77. 37^*71*1 

"3*71*1 77*JT £**ft 


T 

y» 23#7 3 

- 

r* r* t ^ 

rarRFl WwlI 



(v) 3 #ptf*iy> 3Mt*r ^ fmy^ifyd 37i*fe*fry ^7 : 

90% 


yp yfdvid 

(vi) qipjffrqqi ^qld y> fey f*T*7ff7cl *jf*7 yp ypi*m : 

10 % 


(vii) 3^|y)Pid) *jPrsf y# ^nn 7T75P1 : 

30"^ 


(viii) MWlfyfl *gR t*P^T : 

117.50 yirar 


(Tityi 71 * 7 # #f) 



(ix) 3?l?iiPich 3*rytn ftn* Rifty t*tr *77 Pfcn : 

7P7 


(TlfVT 71*7# #') 

(x) 37«(mTHlW4> tyyiI77 *77fy#7I fm# 3Ha)Pld> : 

82.50 Rrar 


MyPt fey tyfty 7 *tr *77 ftim *# ynfpR i 

(TlfTT 7»*T# #f) 

(xi) dteiiPw *7iyf 3717*7 tH y»t yidifyd Rrf*7 : 

31-03-2006 



2 . feral 3? |g j i P i *h m» f #r aw*u«H i #f faro *tt ^rp 

fa#yi rR^rt mi 50 % # ynr ytf yfer 1 ## 
sfnitRi^r *rry$ yft 3 ^Rrt 3*iy$n yl fm; Pi Pin 7*ffi yyR 
< 67 dl # y> "* 77 * 7 ^ #' y» PihI u i 1)14 °hl *1T*R 

■flffcn feyj!7? 373777^*11 *77 ^p?R 7S# yjR yffr i Udl ^PR 

^ 60% 3 m ytff ?toi 1 

3. Tfa RI fe y >1 7 7 # FTSrer (^FR? 77Tyr 77fe(T), ^<r1 l< ipf 

71*71 Tffefel, tjRr H*I 7Tt*R 7jfe*71, tfmfa #3yyf, feTJcf 
37*TFR ife feRT**!, 71*71 T$t 37*7 ^jfe*7R ^ 

3fhu$Piy> ^fe^rra #tj pipm 3*7 4$n y> fm # "#$ yifarfetiyi 

3 R ratRuflq yy y^yy 1 1 

4. feyfyr 1 37#rT, 2002 yftyil 371 354 (37) *£#7137*71 

6 ^ M #71771*71 (751) #f feflte TTlftiyiT ^ ^T5W (2) # 
dftdrfPSR yit$ yy>R fe>7$t 3?lBlPl<h T 7R> fm PPR 
3 ^«!Piq> S^57 yil 50% 7$ 3lf*7y> $P771 *7lf7d *fl# <»>M I T77 
«iA«HI«f fe?7# ^T 3779TP TRl'yi TRl # 37fayi TT^7 
3?yyi yn^H *£ yq^R *£ fay fe^ft 37m 71*71 

1*7Ryra7*ft#t I 


5. 37| qy<R 7 37^*7Mf, f^rr^r fe#?ft fe#*T 7f#l 
37*7yi VKflfe Ifel# ^NF 37*7*11 "377 my TFJ7T <t»|*Jd *£ 

3t?fRt fyTTTt urf^pn ^rt wn fW stw 37Prt^ 

yriTfty Ph^vi fm; 375 * 7 ^ vnRw i, yft itjr -s ftf7T 77*71 
yf*^i37f ^ 373 m 37 m ^ fmT rti^tt 1 

6. TP 37fy^TT 1 (vii) fafafoZ TOTT ^ - 

$4>n4f ^ sfhd^F W W 37yfwi ^ mriR # tp 

37 WPR 37RPfcT yR m>7 W7T Tt t 1 

7. ^FRfTRFTRT^ 55ft<<Rri 

yrfqRyn f &fr& s m 3ryfy ^ ^Rr 3?t^p i <h mw? yr wm 
mt TaN fsro 3ryfy 4 37iyyi7 37fyRm, 196 I y»t vro 80 * 

^^^^*7771(4)^73^(111)^37^7^^*7^^# I 

8 . yfy T*Rl 3# fj)P RT W 3717*7 TN W TP 
aTfa^Ri #71 1 (xi) # RiRpe Rif«7 ^ y# ^ ^tri 

371*7^7 37RiRTyp, 1961 y# yra 80 ^ yi y»t 

"3*7*7171 4 (iii) 377Pf71 ciih 3JTR y^T# ^ 37\4 J|Pi<t* PR* 

yp5Rl, 2002 ^ 3R#P "Ml "571*71 MP1 37#fWT TRTf I 


ftMHWH'l i'll Ullff 


YP*- 


*»* 'HMT*V#«<W 4 )» 1 *i|<»Nh u- 


'• ' HfPiifi |i 
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9. HF 3PJ*ff*R T$HT afo (HNWI fii |45ft(J*W 

£hrh$e T erete 3 t$hht nft 

Mt HffcBHT H*t sHHrT Ht ftR HHH ft #TT,Hf* 

(i) 3n^HH HH fa*Rv 3TTHTC HT «w SRI 

Wf fHIHT HHT f H?ffi 
3THHT HlfflHH fl^RR* ^HHT H H$Ft I 

(ii) hf ~&R startftor hr* H*t amfeiftr $ 

I^RP^ 1^ 3I5*te feft 3RT SHsFH^HTH 
f HF^ ft 3RH tHTHT wt I 

10 . Hfa ^W R SFfogHM ^HF^fe H°S 

( 3P^*HKU|<tid <4M#iM) oftefiflM 

HRfHHHHRlH 3ftt 3T^?PTf^Ht 3HHR (3TH^3Rft?ft 

Tim) nft dftw « raw rf afr' aft i Myffis 

GWlfclW H* 3RR«nH>?(f 3& 3Rft?ft FHH*H H» 'dfa Fwiftd 
hrr nrt nfft ^ rt*t atfhritfiRf rsthst afaHWH, ^«IPi4> 

Hit 4«*WflWH 

UBRfll ^pTZ «3«rct ^H ^ *ipqo H*^ I 

11. FR ^fat^qn TfanPa^ 7 RtT Ht 'HTH-HIH 3?teitf*l«b 
HR* HH*fa, 2002 3 HIlfHFT HH HTClf H*T aiiJMWH W : 3Wf^ ^ 

$m Hrmr Rifat fsm$ f*?nfQv#m-$ mfaim 

HTHT faH RT^ I «$•£ «<4*R 4^«td at^fAvi H& 

HR?# t <tft Afc«4 IWW &L KftyHtl £*Wfe H°F F*4f«4d 
4>TmR*H 3?|#f*R» HR* HH>fc, 2002 3 fafal HfTPlf 

3IHHT FR 8|fltqjWr'H»t‘flRft #71## Sl^qiPR # STCUFFT 

jm % i 

12. #F hthpt # argHfar # fan nftne hip 4 

fHJHT HHT H?fej # HT#HH 3T*RT Hf#H # HOI FPFTT 3THHT 
fa# ft* 0«r HP ^ Hi# # SfrtHHT 3PRTR 7FHT, 
##fh* HR? #SpprfaT Hit 3#H HHT#TI 


New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3461 .—Whereas die Central Government al 
exercise of the powers conferred by dame (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide Number S.0.193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S. 0.354(E) dated the 1 st day of April, 2002 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Ltd., Udyog 
Bhavan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur is developing an Industrial 
Park, at Industrial Aera Thanagazi, Alwar, Rajasthan; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry Letter No. 15/105/2005-IP & ID dated 28-10-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section {4) of Section 80-LA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
and Investment Corporation Ltd., Udyog Bhavan, Tilak 
Marg, Jaipur as an Industrial park for the purposes of the 
said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 196/2008/F. No. 178/21/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


ANhffixim 


The tetms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of an 
Industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1 . (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking Rajasthan State Industrial 

Development and Investment 
Corporation Limited, 

(ii) Proposed location Industrial Area Thanagazi, Alwar, 

Rajasthan 

(iii) Total Area of Industrial Park • 33.12 Acres 


(iv) Proposed activities 


NIC Code 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


Description 


S. Section 

No. 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 2 & 3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing activities 
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(v) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use : 90% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area 

earmarked for commercial use : 10% 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial 

units 30 Units 


(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space 
for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commence¬ 
ment of the Industrial Park 


: 117.00 lakhs 


: Nil 


: 82.50 lakhs 


: 31-03-2006 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use. The 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development includ¬ 
ing cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be 
less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include roads (in¬ 
cluding approach roads), water supply and sewerage com¬ 
mon effluent treatment facility, telecom network, genera¬ 
tion and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such 
other facilities as are for common use for industrial activity 
which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
percent ofthe allocable industrial area ofan Industrial Park. 
For this purpose a unit means any separate and distinct 
entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central Tax 
Laws. 


5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force,shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corpoation Limited, shall continue to operate 


the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits 
under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement ofthe Industrial Park is 
delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be re¬ 
quired under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing 
benefits under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the 
Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions 
of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/mis- 
information or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for 
which approval has already been accorded 
in the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Develop¬ 
ment and Investment Corpoation Limited, transfers the op¬ 
eration and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e. transfer 
undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee un¬ 
dertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly inti¬ 
mate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secre¬ 
tariat for Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial 
Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along 
with a copy ofthe agreement executed between the transferor 
and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should bd adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corpoation 
Limited, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval ofthe Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part ofthe applicant to disclose any material 
fact will invalidate the approval ofthe Industrial Park. 

^ 27 2006 

(3TmcFT) 

^>T.31T. 3462.-^rfo 3TfafWT, 1961 (1961 

^>T 43) ( 7 ftO 3TFt T FTT 1?) STRT 

80 ^ (4) ^ 7sfe (iii) fJRT TT^rT 

^ ^ 3 1 37$eT, 1997 7* ^ tffaiT 

cT*TT 31 2002 ^ TTOfrcT ^ aprfkj WIT 

^T.3TT. 193(30 30 1999 ^ 7T«fT 1 3T$cT, 

1997 7^ cWT 31 2006 ^ 7TORT STcffa ^ 


* 


V 










IH"! I' 


|4 KM- " k I "* N III -% 


«U 9*fif MMMM -I *'*■ ><• ■ 
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wm *it3n. 354(^0 ^ ^ wm, sffc 
^T*nrcm (sfafcp -ffit twr) ^ sfa 

SKI >s?ltilPw m*#> ^ 414HI Idftd ^rf^^jpqq 

^SR? IRWH; 

«bTMRVH m&S, ftpWT TFTlfal ^T 

Vtt, ffld<+> *RPf, WJT-302005 *f t, afTlfaTlf fe, W7T, 
fam wjr, wir 3 sfhdtfw W tst fopra 

7?I 

-. sftT 'Jl^Ph ^?r 'flT'FR ^ ^ 37f^RJ^n 37^1*7 


dPrelfe ffi fWT gjk TTcff ^ 3T*frr 4«fiM W ~»^PT 
^tWT17-ll-2005^^U 15/118/05-^^155 3^^ 
■% SRFfa TO aftgftpRP W 3 iy i tf ^? T tor t; 

3R S flfa q , gffiriwr ^Et *mr 80 5T ^F ^Et T^KT 
(4) eft W£ (iii) SRT U^rf ¥llPw*lT ^JT 3Rft*T 
^R«FR ^d^fiKI '3M ^Sf5 (iii) "% y41>*Ml*J ^IlsAPl* IR? ^ 
3 fori TP*WR ^2 fsl^r ws $4u$t 
«*>T4R*ii PnPlis, 4^<. "gRT fa+fad <WT ^ y^iRnn 

"m <jm»>k 3Tf7Rjfal <*k41 ■$ | 

[3lf%rq^FTTTT 199/2006/^T.^t 178/24/2006-3n.^“.ft-I] 

qlH<*> 7 Ff, 




?Tcf t^R IT 4K4>K 3 'fcref TRT«TR T&Z 7^ $*«lfd4<d PiPh^-s, 4*1^T gW ^eAPld> IR? 4ft 

ifecT faq 4lft ^ 3 T ^ q > ^7 3RH foil 44T t I 

1 (i) afl^Pld* 4MSBR 4>T 4RT : <MWM T& $-5ff£9<r1 4q<rtMAd 7^ «4>TmR^M ftrifnis, 

^P73* 


(ii) yfcllfad 7*14 


3nf fe, WTT, facTT W£, 


(iii) af l q t fi w ; ire?47T sftwcf 


66.72 T^T5 


(iv) TTRTTf^T <hi4=h<niH 


snf 7 ft ^ TTT«r ailsitPi'P «f>i4«f>dm 


. 7^1 3T1^ "?ft frlffecil 

Fqq< J ! 

mi. 

WT ‘R7J5 9h7ft 


’ ^ 2ln 

- 

±> . ._ij r> r> y 

.T^hRM lutfWw 


(v) 

3ft^lPl4) ^%tr y^|p6<d qfr ; 

99.53% 

(vi) 

qifuil^qct> vJH^Vi ^ %7T ^Ph ^T yPd^Td : 

0.47% 

(vii) 

'hi tioH) i 

30^ 

(viii) 

y WlP*<d ^eT ll^T : 

(TTf?T 3) 

975.24 ?m 

(ix) 

afeitfire -% %7T faffa ll^T : 

(Tlftl ^ ^f) 

W* 

(x) 

^T°rar^lTFRT f^RT 17 f^l'H*! aftalPl'h ; 

t£ WT it Pfa\ il 7?nfi^ f 

(77f?T ^) 

558.69 ?m 

(xi) 

3?l«ilp|e6 iR? ^ 37R1 ^ ^ ywif^d tlfsT : 

31-3-2006 


2538 G1/06-3 
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2 . R1R? "4’ aRRKRRT faRTO m 

r^ wra Rfr 50% 3 rri rfT Fkn i ^ 

afteftfkRr rir? rt! RRRkr r> ft?rcr faffid v^\ u?[R 

rrrt % ^ ft iz&\ ^ cfpJ ^ cto 

Wffeo 1 ^+mh 3}RftTRRT RT -^inH tsfft M Rota’ll dlMd R» 
60% ^ RH7 RFf FftTT i 

3. tq«ni« ^ usr> (u*W Ms«t> *tfed), Rcii'jltf 

w #afa, ^ftra ^ ?im TjfRvr, ifri+to %zrr£, farcpT 

RcRIFR RR iROT, qTcffg^B wftftt3FR ffilRlft Rft 3?ki ) ft I R> 

+i4+wi9 ftg fwr ^rekr ^ Ikiq t Rft RT fi n foiR; ft 

tRRkftHR FR yijc^i |f | 

4. t^Tfsfn 2002 Rft R*3fT. 354 (3T)^%IR>6 

R^WlUb (3sf) 3RTfcIRd ft WI (2) ft dfc’dftsld 

y,«hM FR>fl* Rfrftl ftWif J l=b 4l«b ft kdR Pl4d 3fl^Rfch ftd 
R>t 50% ft sifftR? fF??n *nRn ’itft «t>Rn ) ftt y t il'si’ii , 4 Iftftt 
F^rf RF 3T1RFR Trq; R[ irq; ft 3TfaRT TF^J 3TO ftftfa R* 
R>i*|d ft nftRR ft fci^ Rt>ft) 3id j i r*ji IftR RjjrhI ft i? i 

5. 3TTR7RRT SPjftMf, fRRft ftftftt fRft/r ^ ft£ 

sroaFT Rrcdta fftsrft ftf stort rt? tthr faftt R5F£T ft 
3TcPfcT fRftt TrrfftRTTR URI 31CR8J Pd4Vl 3RJRT 33fRRlftt 
^k41*i Ri4^i ft fciy, v(ifk*d ^ R>t y^jd *iUd r^r 

Mfsh^lftt ft 3RRT ft RrlRl '4! l ^ i ll I 

6. ^ ^ifft^RRT ft ftn l (vii) ft #u ft 

$RI$4l ft 3Mto Rift ft 3T3rf^KRT Fft ft Ft FS 

3TfafRRHft 3 rt4r rr ^ w<\ ft 11 

7. <m^m §'sR^ t Kri ^^cinAd 

'fiTnl^'fi’i Rrifnis, FT? ^ <^<m 3italPi<t> Riqf "qq 
y^HH RTTT WTT fRR 3TqftT if 3TF7qR STfafWT, 1961 ^ 
^KT 80^^T^ft W4TO (4) (iii) ^ 3 Rt4?1 BTR 

f f 

8 . 3Tifq^ifFR 3ifR^n 

l (xi) ^ PlR^d tcTf*T 3^ ii°h ^flFT [qei«i FkTT't' 'qt 

arrnR 3 Tfqfwr, j 90 i ctf qro so ft^^ t ^rro 4 (iii) ^ 

sfcPtcT cTPi W3 ^ %o; 3^?itfw RTqf oI^hi, 2002 ^ 

3Rpf?r ^^hKh utrt ^tt 3t^rt fPti i 

9. ^F 3T^T ^ T§7n afk iRRt TTRFTR Tfe 

^qcinAd O u -s ^^tdA'd Rifn^s, "^Rt 

■qst yfasbqi ^ff 3T^mi ^ %it Ft t^r ^u 
Ftor, "qfq 

(0 3Tr4FT-R? 3TPTR ^ ^RT 

8 37FH T^fl r rqi "t - , "^f OcTcT TJ^RT/^RT 
3^81^1 rf^m^r ^pn r Ft Ft 1 

(ii) RF ^°RT RTF) ^t STR^lfF ^ ^ 

3^RKR fRRtt 3RFRWq^Rm 
if "9F^ Ft MRi tRPTT <iMi 'i' I 

10. qft <M^1H Wd icldie 11.US H^H<d 

■+Th1 ^M (SRltF 3TWTRKli RP) 


RTRt RiT iwieH 3^g?srq ^Rtt ■^qsfnr (aPwfeT atfafkft 
rp) Rit FRrmfkr fit arenroaf 4f afaftHt 
F^ifa^i ^ %r a tgR Pi ^ f it alk akifkit pp ^ f^ikta 
RRR R7t 3rffl ^ Rm a?I^Pl=h RFTFFT Rf^IcR, <^«APf<6 
wi,RffF^ft-ii ^t asmvi i ^a i 
«Fi^af ^ Ffft RgFa ^r ^ fjt^r 1 

11. FR if aRrifiaa ^fat^WT-WT a?l?ilPi<+» 

RTqt 2002 4 'filfnci P ?Ifff R>T 3i^Hi<ii 3RPl ^ 
^kn ■RFTT 'RlfFR P»I^4 j W f^tR ^ akPfF WR 

W&K aM'j4f! ar^kt^T ^t TO ^ 

^ RfF A-h-^ 4 (MfflH FFff^RT 4qnA*c 
5^M4d chlnR^n ^ItilPi^ RTF» TFtkf, 2002 

k‘ PifFa wR 3T«?m fr arpRjRRi ifi ikRTt 4 ^ ai^mwy 

if aRTFcT TFFT i I 

12 . kvF TR^nr ^ ar^qtqR it fiRT itiqR rttr if f^RT 

RRIR^ it iiklR 3T8TRT Rfk 12 ? i RRT cPTRT aT*TFT ^Rft Bkl 
fT*sq RJT fT^qicTR RR^ i RJT aRPFel fFRT, a f| atP l 4> 

RiRi apjktFR Rpt ariq rrt ^rt 1 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006. 

(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3462.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IAof the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide Number S. 0.193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S. O. 354(E) dated the I st day of April, 2002 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Developent & Investment Corporation Ltd., having 
registered office at Udyog B ha van, Tilak Marg, Jaipur 
302 005 is developing an Industrial Park, at IID Centre, 
Bayana, District Bharatpur, Rajasthan; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce-and 
Industry Letter No. 15/118/2005-IP&ID dated 17-11 -2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA ofthe said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Developent 
& Investment Corporation Ltd., Jaipur as an industrial 
park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 199/2006/F.No. 178/24/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARQ Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of an 
Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. CD Name of the Industrial Undertaking Rajasthan State Industrial Develop¬ 

ment & Investment Corporation 
Limted, Jaipur. 


m 

(HQ 

_ 

Proposed Location 

Area of Industrial Park 

Proposed Activities : 

IID Centre, Bayana, 

District Bharatpur, Rajasthan 
66.72 acres * 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


NIC Code 

Description 


SL Section 

Division Group Gass 



No. 




A 2&3 

— — — 

Manufacturing Activities 


(v) 

Percentage of allocable area earmarked for industrial use 

: 99.53% 


(vi) 

Percentage of allocable area earmarked for commercial use 

: 0.47% 


(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial units 

: 30 Units 


(vin) 

Total investment proposed (Amount in Rupees) 

975.24 lakhs 



Investment on built up space for Industrial use 

: Ml 



(Amount in Rupees) w 



00 

Investment on Infrastructure Development including 

558.69 lakhs 



investment on built up space for industrial use 




(Amount in Rupees) 



Od) 

Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 

31-03-2006 



2 . The minimum investment on infrastructure devel¬ 
opment in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of 
the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park 
which provides built-up space for industrial use. The mini¬ 
mum expenditure on infrastructure development including 
cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less 
than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include roads (in¬ 
cluding approach roads> Water supply and sewerage com¬ 
mon effluent treatment facility, telecom network, genera¬ 
tion and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on com¬ 
mercial tezms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per¬ 
cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. 
For this purpose a unit means any separate and distinct 
entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax 
laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of In dia or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 


6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corpoation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of section 
80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial 
Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indi¬ 
cated in Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will 
be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for 
availing benefits under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 
80-1A of the Income Tax Act. 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corpoation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any reper¬ 
cussions of such invalidity, if— 

(i) the application on the basis of which the ap¬ 
proval is accorded by the Central Govern¬ 
ment contains wrong information/misinfor¬ 
mation or some material information has not 
been provided in it. 

(n) it is for the location of the industrial park for 
which approval has already been accorded 
in the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. R^asthan State Industrial Develop¬ 
ment & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers 
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the operation and maintenance of the Industrial Park (i.e., 
transferrer undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the 
transferee undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall 
jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the 
Secretariat for Industrial Assistance. Department of Indus¬ 
trial Policy and Promotion. Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 
along with a copy of the agreement executed between the 
transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid trans¬ 
fer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Govern¬ 
ment may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Invest¬ 
ment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply with any 
of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact will invalidate the approval of the industrial Park. 

P^ f^ft, 27 2006 

(3TRJPIT) 

PIT.3TT. 3463.—PRfPT 3IPFR STfafrqq, 1961 (1961 
PIT 43) (PFT 3TPt Fpp Slfqfpqq PIFT PPT t) Pit ^TRT 80 
PT P>t PPPTO (4) Pi 7PF (iii) £RT PH PPpT 

PR?t ft(, ^ i 1 1997 3 FtPR PPT 


31 Rpf, 2002 pit TRTPT Ftt PTelt 3TPfa <£ WIT PIT. 
3TT. 193(31) fppTPI 30 Pfi, 1 999 PTftq cPTT 1 3^, 1997 
Fl«t>< cT*TT 31 2006 Pit TRTRT 3TpfV pt feTt( 

pit.3tt. 354 (3T) ^ ^rfm; prp ptpir, Pifa^ aflr 
PFTPPT (3l1riIPlob Ptfa afrr TTP*fp tP^TH) Pit 3TftRjqPT3Tf 
FPT FTpf Pit FDRT fpftp 3Tk Pit t; 

3flT PPfpI TDR^TR ~$Z T^F 

Mi&Z, fpPFIT M-dt^d PIFTfrm P^TTF 
PPP, tcRTPI PPf, ^T-302005 if 3TT^ 3TT^ Ft 
'^UsUl, 4tl)R|cb (fPPTFt), Stmt, TDRPTP 3 
P<TT aftsilPl* PT^ PIT fapm PR TFT %; 

sfa ppfqi ^ TTPftR P FP STftRJPPT ^ PFJPP P 
dRrdteld fWT 3^ ?Tdf ^ 3T#T dlfaMI PPT pritP tf^PT ^ 
22-11-2005 ^PPP. 15/132/05-3^ it T(F 3qf it 
^ 3RpfcT PPP sftritfPPI PIP? 3^H)ftd tot t; 

3TP, FPfaP, FPP'3lfqfpqq pit PKT 80 FT PT Pit PPP 
TCI (4) it TsfF (iii) 3TC1 PPP ^lliddi) PIT PPtP PTC^ ft*, 
^ TCTPITC TTcf^RT PPP TsTF (iii) ^ 3riT^HT«$ aitelfOPI 
FTP? FF TC‘ TDTCFH TC°F 

cfttqth'H fprimfe, stct farp>fq?r ctpt 3Fpf$m 

P/? TRlf^td fp>7 "SIT TI? FPH pit 3TftRjfPcT =h<al f I 

[aifP^TTR. 200/2006AFT.U 178/9/2006-3TT.^.1P.-I] 

<pl H«+> Rp, 3TRT ypdd 


a^arer 

?fcf t^R PT 'HKci RT3TR i TDTWH FFtR^TcT q, u -s 5 ^tric'd 'tiTnT^ii Rrifni-s, jki 3fpjfpT^ RT^ ^t 

'ifoci 3 ^hIvi TIFH f^FPIT I 

1 (i) >3 MPrt ^IT pm : TDP^TR TipF qr H%fd 

^PT^T 

(ii) ywif^id t*th : 3TT^ snf itex, aTtrifta (fq^mt), t^RTT armr, 

(iii) 3?lrilPioh qmt pit ^pftei : 151.77 

(iv) M*cif[q<i oht4°h<rtiM 


trp 3TT^ TffFPT P> TTTq 3ltritfPP> pjptpRTFT PIT TRtFP 

5^1 37ff 

ftloR'n 

MP ST^PFT 7PFT TFJF M 


^ 2 3ftT3 

p r-, , f 1 p p L 1 p 1 £ 

tPTpqnp PTmPtPPT 

(v) 33fadtfPP> PPiW fcTT( TRTTfpcT 3Tm7PpT : 99.55% 

PIT TfPTTP 

(vi) Plf^PPT PPPW ^ fPip tpptftp PIT PpRTW : . 4.43% 

S 






> > - 4 -b«n 


: HP6'i >|i l< 


h l • 1 *•! ■* M 1 '.*M M 


‘ U Hf I -*a -*4+ u 
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(vii) 3ft ^ 544*7 sim 

(viii) VIWlfaF 37^1 flftYT (TlfTT *>33 "ft) 

(ix) aftfjtfTO <jq4Pl ^ Iftfifo TO 3* fftftn 

( ttItt ^ ft) 

(x) 3 whwhic3+ f&m 3 * Mst ftsnqft' 3|j«j)nicb 

fcn* fftffo **44 3* fftft^r ftt ?nfft4i 

(Trfrr *733 ft) 

(xi) 3 h 1 silPHiq> 3> 377*3 ?H 3>t vH<iifq<i Ifttft 


2. Iftiftt fttfttfw 37qt ft 373*1*341 fera 3* ^3443 
f&n 343 TfaftsHT cTFTfT 50% ft 37*7 4Ff FftlT I ftft 

37qt ftl ftlfttPicb 433(3 ^ 3^4 

^TcfT ft ftt 4 3^€4lPl«=h **7*1 3) f’lH^I 3>l4 3ft <rfl J K1 
fq«w*l 373*7*341 3* *rft 37^1 hRm13*ii di*m ftt 

60% ft 37*? 4ff #17 I 

3. ft*341 1334*1 ft *1537 (*7*33? *753? *7tft4), 

43t fttaft*, #74 ftfaq *#37, ftfd+iH ftesnft, 1ftg4 

4~37^4 (qm°t, 3I4T33K44 43T ft*ft 37*3 ^RiqiiJ,ft1 fttdlftiq? 

■^4*dm # wq . 43 #? faq ft # FiPnfcqq? #e ft 
faqftfttq 33 3534 ft i 

4. f^W 1 37^, 2002 3ft 34.33 354 (3?) ^#373? 6 
^43ft*T337 (73) 3fcffog d l fd^l ^34r?*7 (2) 3 

3ftf 337*1 fftTftt 3ftft7fft37 3T3t^1ftn*f4q4 fttftrfw ftq 
34 50% ft 37f337 %**?! 3l1*4 4Ff 3^ I JE IW^SrM l37*ft 
^4 371ST3 1*3? 3T 1*37 3 stfm *KR 3f*T37 #?ftq 37* 
«M*^i 3? y4l'»)’i 3? Rim, Pt>*tl 37*13 4®7I Ift 5 6 7 8 ? ft ft I 

5 . 3Hiq*qqi fW*l4 RlftVl) 144^1 *74*14 «lW 

3*441 3Kd)q f*3fft ^3? 3T44T 4*1 *7*73 f3?ftt 34^4 ^ 

374*14 fafaR^i %ftt ■qrf^R’q ■gro l4ftsnt qrqaj 3 T*t 3T 
3iPl<4R7l ^KdPl Pt 4^1 ^ Pciy, 3 {^h)^ 4 TJnpHcl ^ 35t TI^tT "4^3 
7T*71 yPfeq)^ "% ST^RR 3T^PT fcl 4 !! ^f|i^ , ll I 

6. 3rf^^RT ^ ^71 1 (vii) ^ R7541 ^f 

^ al l ^pR. 4 3T3ft«17T ^ ^ TjqTRT ^ W 

3{f4PiqH 37’ti4d 3R dlR yi^i 773>^ ^ I 

7 . TT^TH Tffe ^Ndq^2 V*S ^fd&i 

'^fH"^5, ^T3^7 ^ 3T^^%R 3^EjtPT3> 3131 ^T 

«qtd*i ’ : 5TT^t <^*11 f^RT 3i4p7 4f 3TR3R 37f^lPl4R, 1961 ^ 
*JRT 80^137 'iM'MKl (4) 73? (iii) 3RFf?T W*7 

f I 

8. •qft’OT all^Pl4> ^ 37TTq ^ W 3lfiR^RI 

^^TTl (xi) <4<ll$3t 

3TF7377 37fvPm, 1961 *TRT 8(W 37t ^WRT 4 (iii) ^ 


30^* 
1585.56 ?m 

W* 

1177.66 


31-03-2006 


3RnfcT cTTR W3 ^ 3?|sj\Pi<f> 3131 4\^Hl, 2002 ^ - 

STcrfcT 33T 3t^Hl<A’t 3JT<f 4><’ii 37^RT ^PlT I 

9. ■q? ar^H^H 3T^r -fotf 7Nwn ~&z 

izfepm ttws ?-4w4d ^TqRvn opi^t 

x$t 37t yRiPbqi 37t a^m ^ 7^4 H 

P4*4ak '^Ptt, ^ 

(i) 3TFfcr 33 pjf«45 37TVR 37 7T735T7 ^TTT 

31^44 34H farm R3T f, 4 RcfcT 7^41/^41 
3mRl 37ftm 7TWR37 ^41 3 ^ T^ •$[ | 

(ii) "3? W 3MPT37 37t 3T3f7STpT ^ t 

f5(7^ Pnq, Ph4l 3RT <iH5b^l ^ RR 

4 Ft 3T4H fqTqr qqr ^ i 

10. ■qp\^l4 <r^7S7R 7^4 $5p^q<4 ^qd4dT?^ §*4w4d 

<6 nTU>h PiPii?, ^137 ( 37 ^ 3i^Hui«6cii 3MshH) ^«ilPr+ 
Mi«t> 3>T yqidi 3^7 3^^| Pt>41 Trqqrq 3<nR.4l 

3W) 3ft «WI4p4 37t»n Ft 3?f7 3ffif7Ft 44^ 

FWI<U ®1 ^ afcuui+crt 3ft7 3TFM *3WT ^ #q r4Rlf44 

FRR 37t UfF t£ rt*I 3fNj)pl47 77? 1341 77^31^3, 3lUiiPl<b 
4)(4 3^7 773^4 fq’Hid, viaVi 334,4^ Prd4l-11 Fit 
77FF14T ^f4H 4^t W<jqa W7 4 7jfF4 I 

W.W 37pRJF4r4 4rd4Pad Vldf ^7713-771*7 3HeiiPl4i 
■qiqt 747tR, 2002 4 TlPra 44 TTFf 34 37^q i <44 477 373f3 ^ 
^774 13737 4J747 qiftq, f^TTT^ Riq, 5 ^ wOh ^ 37cRfF diF 
WF 1373 37^ f l ’7773TR 43^34 37 ^h)^ 4 37t 31377 Tt 
7734ft t 3fq ^7771 7R7*7H 7^2 

3>TqR^ I 4 fdPH^S , 347^7 3ft atp RF 37 3? 737N, 2002 
l3l?F 74ft 373371J77 37RRJ34T 3ft Ph^ft 3t ^ 37^Mlc44 

ftf 377T37H Tm t I 

12 ^4? 777341 ^ 37^3734 f347 3 13731 

33T 37t^ 3t R?Tt34 37331 3 f 3 ^ if 341 47447 3733T 1377ft oRl 
F«3 34 3^4144 377ft 3 371^337 34 3R7344 TF4T, 3lt?ilfiT37 
31^ ^ 3153133 37t 37^3 34t ft41 I 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 
(Income-lki) 

S.O. 3463.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause(iii) of sub-sec¬ 
tion^) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 
1961) (hereinafter Feferrec[ to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the notifica¬ 
tions of the Gpvemment of India in the Ministry of Com¬ 
merce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy and 
Promotion) vide number S O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 
1999. for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 
and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and vide num¬ 
ber S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, for the 
period beginning on the 1 st day of April 1997 and ending 
on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office of Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur- 
302005 is developing an Industrial Park at IID Centre. In¬ 
dustrial Area Khuskhera (Bhiwadi) # District Alwar, 
Rajasthan; 

And, whereas, the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/132/05-IP&ID dated 22-11-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the un¬ 
dertaking, being developed and being maintained and op¬ 
erated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial 
park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 200/2006/F. No. 178/09/2006ITA-1] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval 
of the Government pf India has been accorded for setting 
up of an industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan in State Indus¬ 
trial Development & Investment Corporation Limite<yaipur. 


l. (0 

Name of the 

Rajasthan State Industrial 


Industrial 

Development & Investment 


undertaking 

Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

(ii) 

Proposed location 

: IID Centre, Industrial Area 
Khuskhera (Bhiwadi), 
District Alwar, Rajasthan, 

(iii) 

Area of Industrial 
Park 

151.77 acres 

(iv) 

Proposed activities: 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 






Description 

S. No. Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 2&3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing activities. 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 95.57% 
area earmarked for 

industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 4.43% 
area earmarked 

for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of 30 Units 

industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : Rs. 1585.56 lakhs 
(Amount in Rupees) 

fix) Investment on built up space : Nil 
for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees). 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure : Rs. 1177.66 lakhs 
Development including— 


investment on built up 
space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xO Proposed date of com- 31-03-2006 

mencement of the 
Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure devel¬ 
opment in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of 
the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park 
which provides built-up space for industrial use, the mini¬ 
mum expenditure on infrastructure development including 
cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less 
than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
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11. The conditions mentioned in tills notification as 


generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on com¬ 
mercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, Shall occupy more titan fifty per¬ 
cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. 
For this purpose a unit means any separate and distinct 
entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax 
laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act era be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of section 
801A of the Income Tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is 
delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be re¬ 
quired under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing 
benefits under sub-section 4(iii) of Section, 801A of the 
Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for ray reper¬ 
cussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the ap¬ 
proval is accorded by the Central Government 
contains wrong information/misinformation or 
some material information has not been pro¬ 
vided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Develop¬ 
ment & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers 
the operation and maintenance of the Industrial Park (i.e. 
transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the 
transferee undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall 
jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of 
the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department of 
Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, 
New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement executed 
between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the 
aforesaid transfer. 


well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Govern¬ 
ment may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Invest¬ 
ment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to con$ly with any 
of the conditions. 

12: Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any mate¬ 
rial feet, will invalidate thfc approval of the Industrial Park. 

ft*#, 27 t, 2006 

*ft. m 3464.—1%1 
(1961^43) W^w^^wwt) #t*RT 

(4) (hi) 

info^ tt ^i dtei, 1997 rm 
31 2002 #^ 

3ft 193 (3T) ftw 30 1999 ^ <TOT 1 

1997 3 ^31 ^,2006#1TOTO3T^^1#* 

wm ^r. an. 354 (3T) #1 

all* WmT (sfkm) 

eiPmi fig afc % 11 11, 

Tte, wfc-560025 $ 

zfteitPwi wftqsra ftrar 

afwfgffi #13#^ anfa qiftM <W1 aqft 441*1*1 ^ 
ft#*T21-04-2006^ WIT. 15/74/2005-3nf#T^3nf# 
^ wi? # apprlft?! fti*n $ ; 

3R ssrfrpr arfaftw # vm # z*-'mi 
( 4 ) (iii) TflTT ^»? TPlft ^ 1 ^ 

(iii) hhT*Hi 4 3fl4lPi«* ^ 

1*05 (?fk^T) 

*PT#1 "5RT *WI 3l5*ftRr t*af ftn* 

[SlftrqVfriC 201/2006/Wtf 178/82/2005-3tt*F.ft.-i:i 
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3FJSTO 

ftR IT FTTF TTTFTTT % 'fort TOPTKF^FTO FTFFl 
( ^Tsmi ) TVi[ h^.-S, «tM<yfR. ski 3Hy)Ri«t> 9l<t> F> FfHF 

f^’^, ^ tor r™ to i? f 

1. (i) 3ily|Pi=t> dHst>H FIT 'TFT : A*i4 TOTTOR^ 

TOt (ffro) 

wftr 


(ii) MRIlfadTFTF : ftcZf ^JFTf, F. 11 

a Wrft Tte, 

q j ieik-560025 

(iii) sftetfTO F1F? FIT : 5,11,632.00^^ 

a^TOT 

(iv) FTFlfTO =bi4F>eim 


TO 3*rf # 7T%FT ^ TTTF 3AeilPl3> *|4 ^kHIM to tftto 




TO 3TT^ TTt TTf^TT 



fqq< u i 

TOT 

Tl 

FTJFTF 

FTOT 


^ff 

* 

FT 

7 

75 

- 

- 

TTFTT T^FTF 

T§T 

8 

89 

892 

- 

I5T3T FtRfTTF, TTTFTOFT faFUTT F«TT FF^pT 
FFTTT^TTt ^FTF 

F 

8 

89 

893 


FITTlFR FFT TOFF TOTFlM F»l4^dlM 

F 

8 

89 

894 

- 

FTOfTOTtF TO IHlfHFTt TO 3TTO FFfW 
FTTTerM ff4ftotf 

T* 

8 

89 

895 

- 

cIFHIfI FTf^PF TO fq^ed t l u l ^qiU, 


( V) sfhdtfro FFFW ^ : 94.34% 

HWtfad anroFta m fit 

yfd*ia 


( vi) FrfFfTOFT 3FFW F> f^TF 

: 5.66% 

tTOfftcT ^fF FIT uROMd 


( vli) aMfFFT^WFlt 

■ 

MKiildd TTTOT 


( Viii) FTFrfFF ^T iF^TT (TTfTT 

: 85.00 FI^ 

TFF^f) 


(ix) 3^cilRi e h fffW f> Rif 

: 60.93 FTTfe 

lFf*IF TOF FT 1 f4?T 


(TT^T TFF 3) 


(x) 3TFTTTFFTFTFT fFFFTT FT 

: 71.88 FlTfe 


'Sm41m F> feTF tHffZici fflu 
FTfF^TT Ft ii/TrfHcrl t 
(Trf?T TOT-4) 

(xi) aMfro FTF? ^ 3TTTF : 28-02-2002 
^ Fit FWlfTO ftfa 

2. trot yi«t> "4 3TFTTTFFT fqqifu FT ^idH, 

fron FfTFtro fttff ^ 50% 7t fif F^t* fWt f TO 


3TO)fM«6 FfF> Ft ^ItilPich dH^Vi Ft fFTF ■f^rfSfcT TOFT IRB 

■tot t, ^ ftTO 3 sMfro toft ^ frofar fit 4 Fit fttff 
F fro trow totTOft ft tTO ^ift fttto 

^ 60% 7t FIF Ffff TOTT I 

3. TTTFFTtTOTTT^ TTTO (TT^FF?TTTOTTf%rT), " ; 5TeTrjf^ 
TOT TTtTOF, ^fFF FFT FTtFF TjfFFT, ^Ri«t>iH ^qch, t^cT 
<JcMI<T’1 TO Rtd< u I, qidl^d'l FFT TOt 3FF TjfFFT^ Ft 
3*tWlRi e b «t>i4*t>ciiM ^P3PF ^sm41m F> fFTFT^ Ft qiRiffiqcti 

■^z 3 iFFfroftF to f^to t' i 

4. fFFTFI 1 3?TO, 2002 F>tFIT.3TT. 354 (3T) ^%FFF 

6 ^ FF-TOjI* (TF) # fFRTO FT%FIT ^ FFFTF (2) 3 
d fen Rad FfTtj? TO^I I'frT^ tFITTt aTOlRiFI FTF> F> fFTF iFFF 
sTOtfFFI 5$F FIT 50% 3 3TfTO TOTTT FTftF F^t* FTOt I fTT 
yq)'Jl'1l4 Rt>4) FF 3TT?TF TO» ft ’TO ^ 3?fFF> TITO 
3TTOT TO FIPJF "% TOlFR ^ feTR iTOTt 3TcTF FFT 

fTOFFFFt^t I 

5. 37TFTOFT 37^1^ fFF^' tF^ft M?T TRf4F FT^ 

3TFFT TOtF ft^pf ^FI 3TFFT FFT TFTF F^ ^ITft FTFJF ^ 
3TO4rT ^irfl FTfFFTOT TOT tTO?ft TOT3T fTOTT 3TTOT 

3#TTOTt FTTFtF fF^TT ^ 3T^4l<H -?TfeT t, TOt TT^cT 
FTRt F«TT F^TOFff ^ FT^TO 3TTTF ^ fTO FTTO I 



I l^-lnHiH ywnn»H( rm H4fH[ iyM | p| . ... |., M I <1,. Ml »> I.I.. .11 .m( 

i id it .; 


>•>*!(»» 


f»l ..iu i .1 
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6. ya srfq^HT^% (i)(vii) 3 fa Pfe Tm 3 
^ aJWlPw* RH# 3 3I3ft*IcT ^ 79TRT ft 

3?f®lf*PW 4i STRFfcT *fvC RPT 141 '-Cl Fl I 

7. WMRH ^ (^f^TT) wt^ 

fdfH^S, 4*ietW "3TT ^ ^1alPi«h 1 IR) 7 FT V^id-T 

T^n fas sraffer *f siro^R arfaftm, 196 4ft «trt 

SO^^^-tlRT (4)^^(m)^37^T^PT^^^t ! 

8. ^ ^RT % 3TRR 

STftTCJrRT 3? % l(xi) 3 ^ M 3 ^TRT 

fad *4 FtaT $ T(t 3TPRR arf^fwr, 1%1 qTCT 805RT 
etr-vm 4 (iii) ^ 3TcT T fcT WT WcT ^ ^ fdR aflalfr* 
RRf ^4RT, 2002 4* 3to4d RRT 3TFJRfaR 3IR[ 4R4T 3T^f^3RT 
Ffal I 

9. ^ 3t^h)^ arfte -to wtri^t^s 

^rqpft (^Mt) Tn^er ^FTcftT: -^rT t^rt tt "^f^rcrT 

ST^tffiT ^ %TT 3T^ Ft fW^K Ft% Rft 

(i) 3 tt^t t? wm rt ^ ^fc^tr sro 

"3^H fa>Mi T FTT %, ^f T IcT?T ^^4T/^4HI 

3?sq^T 3Tfim F^PR^ *JtRT R ^ M Ft I 

(ii) ^TF ■i'KI 3?l€4lPl«T» '-|l c f> ^>t ^edwfa "^3 ^ fa^4> 
tRTT 3^44 fa*ft 3PT ewr Fp 3 Rpt 
ft TRH t4>4T W t I 

10 . RfF V^IHKT^ ipR> (FfeRT) TTT^e 

3re rc vi«ft - frf F93m) 3topw» ^ 
^TT y^ff ef H sfa 3Epm ^‘3W (3T«^ 3TFftft 
3w) 4ft ewiafrd # smroranrt afh aftrf i<ft 

&tojtu u l ^Tciy. 3in^wj«»>nl 3?h 3rai<ol <JHshH 4t ^^ Pi*Hifan 

4rpc ^t ttRt ^ w 3?lsilPi«F m\m ^Pi<*» 

«wt,^14c#-ii ^te?R#?raT 

WPTFT ’^jfee figSRT Tjt^cT ! 

11. F^T 3Tf^3RT^ df^Ra<1 ?Ici!^Tn*HST*T i||aipi«h 
T^T, 2002 3 wfasr FH ?T?ff "4H ST^qicH "3R 3T^fV ^ 

^TR t^TT ^TRT P»T^ ^T WP? ^ poPf?T cTPT 

W3 I^t ^ f | ^ 3M^4d 3T3*te <Pt Wm ^ 

«ie»>n) '^'41^ * < TIHKI'i^ u 5 '4>H'ft TTIF^ Icifnis, 

dplc fo 3fta)P<4» 1 97^ 2002 ^f f4ff?rr 7ITT? 3T«^T ^T 

atfsrcjrRT Wt ^ -?Ff ^ ST^qRR 3 STWcf TFcTT il 

12. ^ ^ ^ fsRT TTt^^e RR 

%4T W Rt 3T«WT Mfaui ^f RcTT ^RRT 3T«T^T 

fafTRt <5<^MIdH ^ ^ 3TT^5F ^T 3\m*\ TF4T, 

3ft<ftPra » RFfc ^ 3T5R^T 4^ 3T^R ^TT | 


New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3464. —Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43. 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Shyamaraju & Company (India) 
Private Limited, having registered office at Divyasree 
Chambers, Wing A, Langford Road and No. 11, 
O’Shaugnessy Road, Bangalore, is developing an 
Industrial Park namely, ‘Divyasree Chambers’ at No. 11, 
O’Shaugnessy Road, Bangalore-560025; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/49/2005-IP & ID dated 21-4-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) }f Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Shyamaraju & Compainy (India) Private 
Limited, Bangalore, as an Industrial Park for the purposes 
of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 201/2006/F.No. 178/82/2005-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terras and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Shyamaraju & Company 
(India) Private Limited, Bangalore. 

1. (i) Name of the : M/s. Shyamaraju & 

Industrial Company (India) Private 

Undertaking Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : EHvyasreeChambersNo.il 

O’ Shaugnessy Road, 
Bangalore-560025 

! 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 5,11,632,00 Square Feet 

Park 


(iv) Proposed activities 


2538 G1/08—4 
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Nature of Industrial Activity with NIC Code 


NIC Code ' Description 


S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

7 

75 

. — 

— 

Communication services . 

B 

8 

89 

892 

— 

Data Processing, Software Development 
and Computer Consultancy Services 

C 

8 

89 

893 


Business and management consultancy 
activities 

D 

8 

89 

894 


Architectural and engineering and other 
technical consultancy activities 

E 

8 

89 

895 

— 

• Technical testing and analysis services. 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 94.34% 
area earmarked for 

industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 5.66% 
area earmarked 

for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of : 3 Units 
industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 85.00 crores 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space : 60.93 crores 
for Industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees). 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure: 71 .88 crores 
Development including 

investment on built up 
space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of com- : 28-02-2002 
mencement of the Industrial 

Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use. the; 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of 


S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more 
than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an 
Industrial Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate 
and distinct entity for the purpose of one apd more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para I (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Shyamaraju & Company (India) Private 
Limited, Bangalore shall continue to operate the Industrial 
Park during the period in which the benefits under clause 
(iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is 
delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 801A of the Income Tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Shyamaraju 
& Company (India) Private Limited, Bangalore, shall 
be solely responsible for any repercussions of such 
invalidity, if:— 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information 
has not been provided in it; 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded 
in the name of another undertaking. 
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; 


10. In case M/s^ Shyamaraju & Company (India) 
Private Limited, Bangalore, transfers the operation and 
maintenance of the industrial park (i.e.. transferor 
undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e.. the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly 
intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the 
Secretariat for Industrial Assistance. Department Of 
Industrial Policy and Promotion. Udyog Bhawan. New Delhi- 
11 along with a copy of the agreement executed between 
the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid 
transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme. 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Shyamaraju 
& Company (India) Private Limited, Bangalore, fails to 
comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure cm the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

21 sprar, 2006 

(anravr) 

TRT, 3*T. 3465.—37m>T 3?fatoT, 1961 
(1961 40 43) (4*1 440 4^T 44T $) qft 4TCT 

80^4ft (4) tfcwZ (iii) URT444¥l1Wfi40 TjqPl 

■ W& ifrz RRFK ^ 1 30^1, 1997 3 ^ W 
31 RH, 2002 4ft 44TCT iftft 3l4fa ^ TOOT 40. 
31T. 193 (31) fatf* 30 1999 ^ 44T 1 stim, 

1997 cm! 31 Rpl, 2006 4ft TTR04 3T4fa ^ to 

WIT 40. 3*1 354(3?) ^ 4R4 RriFR, 4lf«M 

srifr itoq (steftto afa wvfo tom) 4ft 
^4*03ff 5KT 4?4> 4ft qfaHT Plfflfl sfp 3jf4j*jT«id 


3?fc, 44%, tof 

+-KW4 4o*pft to AmhAyi 13, qi4rc 0 &, arfar 

^t**4i looi ipi 143, 4 wk? a, 

tot yt-4i 1028 , 4 afaftto qn> 40 

fa4TO 4R Tift t; , • „ 

sta, 44%, to T&m, 4 w 3%q4qr% apjjfa if 
4f^ i Ra< i to ^ sufa 4 i foM twt too tfcram ^ 

1-9-2004 ^ 44 15/34/2003-30$ if RS 30$ 

'3P?T% ^?T aftatfror to 4ft to? f ♦ 

314, T^to, ^ Slftfto 4ft m 80JPF 4ft 444KI 
(4) ^WS (iii) ^RT 40to4 4R$ ^4, 4^ 

RT40L TRf^TTT ^40 TO (iii) ^ sftlftto to^ 

A tori to< q %a e i 5Rto to 4iR?qqH? 

qrto to ^ toto twt 3?spfoa to irmto to 
4T 7$ 344 4ft srffcRjfqn ^ I 

[3?to^=fl R 216/2006m^l 178/13/2006-m^.-l] 
3^f«r 

7T?f to RT RTRT 4R«=h|< 4 tiwvtza ZFSR'iTto ^ 

, "5^ ^RT qft Rfetl 

^ ^ wq to i : 
l. (i) ■awr 40 qre : 4o<M<di ai<Mto 

(a) y « toto ; iriM 4 *km^i, 

I43,4«ii«^a,to 
wim, ^4-411028, 
h£Ri^ 

(iii) aftlWWqi^^T : 52^666.82^4 



(iv) B'WnPlO «6i44»cr1R ' 

snf qftor ^ rtw 40 




vm 

ri. 


m 

— ■■ - ’■ v- i—v—•-- : 


^ 8 89 892~ 892J STPjfci^iq 


(v) a^fttotobT^to : 100% 
y+tflfafl 3JWZ4riT 45T 
Tirtom 


(vi) ^ 

(vii) : \ 2 -*$& 
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(viii) TOet (7if?l :' 199.54 

RTO; k) 

(ix) 3flklkl* 39<k J l # : 6I.34TO7# 

fRfkft tottr to 

(7Tf7T ^rqiT k) 

(x) 3re^HlcMcfc f^TORT TO : 123.74 TO#S 

Iro^lrotfaMfRTO 

3"*HqV( # Iklkd TOTTR 
TO fR#?T # TOfkFT t 
(TTftTTOTTT k) 

(xi) sfkjtfhTO RT# # STFR : RTTO^I, 15 fc7W, 

■pH TOt TORlfTO fMk 2003 

R1TO-II 3FTTO, 2004 
RTTO-III %FTO, 

2004 

2. Rhkl 3^tl)Pl<+> Hfcti k ^ciCK'^'fl fRTORT TO -<jdciH 
f#k?T ^ Rfaftroi FTTTO # 50% k OT R# #RT I kk 

3fl«itf»i+ rtr> kt aksiiPRTO jq4Ri # f#R fkkR totft totr 

TOT t, # TOT# 4 3Mft|TO vm # fTO# TOFf Rft FTTTO 
RfpTT ft7TOT77 3TTOKTOI TO -^RdH 7g# <J>FT mR#TOI FTFFT 

# 60% k OT R#f #RT I 

3. TkqRl fk«bT7t "4* <H-STO ( ^'§<6 #?R), 'Jidl'iR 

RTO kta#T, ^fTO TOT #TO 'SjtkTO, #TTOi, fqfjn 

J?9ITO fTOTOT, =lldl^+dH R8TT Fkt 3FR *[#*7# # 
3l1a||p|ch tf)|4eheiiw 1# 7TF7TTO ~3 h 4P| # f#R ^ # q[f u lRq«h 

R fRRkkkt TTcf TOJTO f I 

4. fTOfaf 1 3#FT, 2002 TOt TO.37T. 354 (37) # RtTOTO 
6 # to Rrnnro ( 35 ) k RrPkR toRtto # totfto ( 2 ) k 
^rfWiRSia iTO# n«hd §«hl^ Ph# 3fta)Piq» RTR> R» fFTtJ fRTO 

akilRw to 50% 3 stRff feTro lifter r# toR# i ^77 

TOkRRfR fTO "4iT 37T7FT TJ«h TO TJ«h R 3TftjTO TOTO 
sttot ^ to qji’jd # y^Wi # f#R P*>kt toft rto 
f«R TO# R t I 

5. 3TTTOTOF 3HfTOft' ft## fR^TO RrRr #R 
3T87RT *tKdiq 1## 4=f> 3787RT TR TOTR y<^d fR>Rt «fr>l*J^i R 
37RFfa IqfdR'C Rh41 3ITfM=h<»J| ?5TTT fq^Fl TO7ST pi 4^I 3?^T 

q#r t, ^ 

#Rt tftt sfrostf # st^rr aro # fro i 

6. 3TRRJ5RT # ^TT (1 )(vii) ^f faPlf^d RTs?TT # 
5+l$4T # 3^RT4r RT# ^f 3TRRSFT F# # TORT # ^7 
3 tRtRFFT # 3RT#T ^ TO TO # R4# t' I 

7 . A‘KM«§U d*Hfiin ^<WM*fe 4>*^H TOft 

%, '3R 3T#V # ^TFT 3^s^Picb RI# '4)T TRRFT ^T# T#4I t^FT 
37#V^'3TFT4R37fMfTO, 1961 #t RRI 80^#tTOJRT(4) 

# 1S5 (iii) # 3RT#T ^TFT Prly, ^1# If I 


8. RR\ TOT 3^ftRFF % 3TRR FP7 ^ ^T 
^tRrj^tt % i(xi) Rrf^R fMR # to # to^t 
lRTO#rnt # 37TTO7 3TfRfTOT, 1961 #t TOT 80TO4TT 
^TTOT 4 (iii) # 3FT#T TO TO TO^ # sfkflfro 
RT#.#TO, 2002 # TO#T TO 3FpTOT TO TORT 3T#$RT 
^RT I 

9. TO 3T3#FT 3^7 ^W^dl ^*#19 

4qdn4d TO qr^cKi'i obM# IcT, ^41 tTOll wfaRb^i RfT 3T^TOT 

# Rtr 37 ## # f^r#ro #91, 

(i) 37#TO To 1TO7# 3TTTO TO TOJ TOTOT TOT 

37^#TO TOFT toT TO t, ^ TOFT 7JTOT/7JTOT 
37TOT '4>PdM4 RTO7TO T^TOT R # # I 

(ii) to tor afl^ftfror rt# to! aTR^RfR ^ ^ fror# 

fFRtr 37^TOFT frolt 3FR TOTO7 # RTR # TO# 
# TOTR tRFTT TOT 1? I 

10. rR( ^77# TOlFT^r RTRTR^R ^TOTR^S TO TO?4TOT 

TOT#%, (3Tq#3FRFTO#TOTO7) RT^TTORTORR 

3?k 37^7^1 fTO# ^7# TOOT (3787#; 3FTM TOOT) ^ 

etfliViRd rRrt # 3RK*j|4>flf 3# 3 ?rR# "TO^TO PFTTTcTFR # 

3fTOTTOTf 3?k 3FTk# TOOT # RpR (R ^ lf TO OT7 #t 
RkT # ~m 3MfTO TOTTOT TffTOFFT, 3MtTO #% 3# 
77^4r RtMPI, 3l»Vt TOR, r| PwiVl 1 Rft ^RwkTRT TOTTOT 
^fro t#to tot k Tjfro rRR i 

11. ^77 37fk^TOTR' ^P^dRstd W$ #77T87-77T87 ^tftpEfr 
Ml4> C^iIh, 2002 k 7TTR7cT 3*1 RTcjf RR 3TJRT^R 37Rfk # 
#7TR fTOTT TORT TOft^r f^RT# f#F ^77 Wlfl # 3i*n»fd FTF7 
TOR Iro^ RT# ^ I TTTTO7 TO^RT 37J*TOR RTt TO777 # 
TTTOft t R# k^k k*KM<dI TTOTRfTO iTOTTOfe TO OT[TOTR 
TO7# %, 3fkllta Rlkr TO7k7, 2002 k fkfRR ?T# ®m\ ^77 
37fk7£RRT TOt fOTt # ?# # 37^7TFTR k 3777TORT TORT I" I 

12. #RT 777TO7 # 3Tjk#R R» fRRT yl4drl ^rlH k 

tOTT TOT #tf # 7T#TO 3787TO k TOT FFTRT 3787TO 

fOTT #77 R^ TO TOWR TO# k 37#^ TO 3777TOH TORT, 
sMRTTO RTTO # 375#RR TO 37^7 TOT kRT I 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 

(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3465.—Whereas, the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 


'"♦(■‘•■IPPMWK 


# <|h ^tf#UHM>| 
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Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Magarpatta Township Develop¬ 
ment and Construction Company Limited, Megaspace, 13 
Sholapur Bazar Road, Off East Street, Pune-411001, is 
developing an Industrial Park at Cybercity Magarpatta, 
143, Magarpatta City, Hadapsar, Pune-411028, Maharashtra; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/34/2003-IP & ID dated Ir9-2004 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 


operated by M/s. Magarpatta Township Development and 
Construction Company Limited, Pune, as an Industrial Park 
for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 216/2006/F. No. 178113/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAKGARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Magarpatta Township 
Development and Construction Company Limited, Pune. 

1. (i) Name of the M/s. Magarpatta 

Industrial Township Development 

Undertaking and Construction 

Company Limited, Pune 

(ii) Proposed Location : Cybercity Magarpatta, 143, 

Magarpatta City, 

Hadapsar, Pune-411028, 
Maharashtra 

(iii) Total Area of Indu-: 52,666.82 Square Meters. 
strialPark 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial Activity with NIC Code 



Description 

Software Supply Services 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 

area earmarked for 
industrial use 

100% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 

area earmarked 
for commercial use 

Nil 

(vii) Minimum number of : 

industrial units 

12 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 
(Amount in Rupees) 

199.54 crores 

(ix) Investment on built up space : 

61.35 crores 

for Industrial use 


(Amount in Rupees). 

) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure: 
Development including 
investment on built up 
space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

123 .74 crores 

(xi) Proposed date of com- : 

Tower-I 15th 

mencement of the Industrial 

December, 2003 

Park. 

Tower-II 
August, 2004 
Tower-Ill 

$ 

December, 2004 


2. The minimum investment 'on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 
354(E) dated the 1st April, 2002 shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment hy 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
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time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Magarpatta Township Development and 
Construction Company Limited, shall continue to operate 
the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits 
under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 801A of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is 
delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 801Aofthe Income-Tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Magarpatta 
Township Development and Construction Company 
Limited, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions 
of such inval idity, if— 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information 
has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded 
in the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Magarpatta Township Development 
and Construction Company Limited, transfers the operation 
and maintenance of the. Industrial Park (i.e,, transferor 
undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly 
intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the 
Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department of 
Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New 
Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement executed 
between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the 
aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Magarpatta 
Township Development and Construction Company 
Limited, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 


3^ Rcnl, 21 37 7 PR7, 2006 

(OTTOT) 

377. 3466.—^7#F3IP7iR 37ftfeft 1961 (1961 
33 43 ) (3F7 37lft 3R7T atfqfm W ft) 3KT 80 F 
3> 33*7771 (4) Taft (iii) urn nun 33 

fft #5 TTT^rtT ft 1 3TSta, 1997 3 ^ ftfe ef*4T 
31 RTft, 2002 ft! 7R7TR7 37ftft ft fe) TR55R 33. 

377. 193 (37) fftrft 30 1999 ft c7*7T 1 3T^T, 

1997 ft 7J7F ftfe <7*77 31 Rift, 2006 ftl WST 37ft*7ftfer 
Tfel 33. 377. 354 (37) ft 777337, 3^7 

'HlihT (3 hWiPi*> ftfd # 773# IftTFT) ftt 
UT7T 3Tft ft! fed! fftftcT 3ft 37fftjffefttft ; 

3ft ^pftft ftrft ftfeft W# %f *&£, 

#fRft?T37F7, 8-2-418, ftsft. 7, ftsTTTI fe*7, ^<141^-500034 
‘^-RTft’RTRftTTftft 5, 15, 17, ftlftl^ T7TR,fftfeTWTTftt, 
Tfegft! fet, 37R7 K7T ft sftftftiF 3Tft 33 fft3377 3R 

7ft ft 

3ft ^fftft T/fchH ft ^77 37ftRJ^T7 ft 3733 ft ft 
3frdRsid 3ft ft 37#T 77*7T 3#! ft^TePT 

ftfftfe 17-2-2005 ft 33 ft. 15/13/2005-sft ft fts 37lf 
ft ft 3737# 3^7 3t7ci)Pl=h Rift 33 373 ft!Rd fen ft ; 

^#07, 373, 3^7 37f»7feg ft *7777 80 ^7 3T ft 

wtttt (4) ft Taft (iii) um57^7 33 nfti3ftp;, 
ft^U 777337 TTcT^RI 333 73S (iii) ft TjftsRTft 3l1ftlp!3> 
RTft ft ft ft^rft ftfalft F5f3T?3y3ft TJtftH fftfftft, 
UT7T fftftft 77*77 SFJTfft ft T3lfft?7 fer 377 ft 
333 3W7 ft 3TfaTjfftcT 3ftt ft I 

[37f*77£33T ft. 212/2006/33.77. 178/72/2006-377.3^3.-1] 

ftppft, 3737 77fft 

ft fft 37 RT73 77TRTR ft xraft ftl3T# 

RTfftz fftfftfe, ft^TTRK 37lftlPl«h Rfe fer^Tlft 

ftg ST^ftfe TO fen T F7T ft I 

1. (i) 3?|ft)Pl4> 3*757*7 R7T 3TR : ftpft ftfeft 


(ii) yWffeRTOT 


77ft ft. 5, 15, 17, 
artery 777ft 


(iii) 3?|fttPi c ri '4R 

(iv) TPRTTfftd "ch[4«t>niM 


Thft^st fen, 
3TR7 TJftTT 
: 48,613.58 
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fiwtui 


sTO 

313919 

9919 


M 


9T 

4 8 

89 

892 

— 

■SI21 9t#&9, W?e%R 19999 991 9>«^ 


• 

8 

89 

893 

— 

4>I<\«4K 9919999 4>9cit^ 9?l49>'61lM 

9 

8 

89 

894 

— 

9H3ftl<wfl9 991 V$ 3PT wft%t 

%W1?# ; 4l44»fflM 

9 

8 

89 

895 

— 

99»%9^ 9Xt^T9 %9IX( 


(v ) ^9%9 % ; 90.07% 

MWlfad 3?T92%9 aft 99 

Trfanmr 

(vi) q ' l f g ri ^ch 999^1 % tfrq : 9.93% 

99 yldvitt 

(vii) : 30^3 

wn 

(viii) 9>rl (9ftl : 75 ^te 

(ix) afoftfirer 399W % faq : 32 9J$5 
(Xlftl W* 3) 


(x) <Hq'm^-flc99> f99W m : 61.80 

■ 399 m % f^ Wkttsth 
9T W?T % TTlfacl $ 

(xiftr3) 

(xi) aftaW l ch 91%% 3m :fa9»R,2005 

^ HWflfad fM*? 

2. sNtfW 91% 3 3I«RU99I fa9TO 9T 
M?T -gppf MfWI*H|- ^TFffi % 50% % 9^1 -^f #TT 11$ 

91% %t 2 r\iMw 34%* I % f%9 t%% 79?T 
9JT9T % 919% %teftt99T ^9^1 % PfH? u 1 9TP$ 9?t TOT9 
TTfFcT 3T99T99T 199>TC? 9T ’^999 "^f TOT9 

% 60% % 9HT 9*1' %91 I 

3 . ^rt ^ 93>97 (9*9% « 4 ^r ufed), ^ 1 ^$ 

991 -JjfacT ^rcT %*99 ^991, ^Z9%, f^?T 

3'?9Kd 99 f9d<%' 9kll39£FM W %ft 3F9 -gfaqn{ % 

^f% ^ H9 3PJ99 t I 


4. ^^13^,2002^^3^ 354(31)^^^ 

6 % ^39 ^WRT (W) 3 9Tfct99 3F> 9*cT9 (2) %’ 
■aPr^tRSiH U.9»<d Pt»*P %\Ei)Pr«b HW % Pm^ f*i*ln 
aftlDPl^h %9 ^FTf 50% % 3rf^ t^TT qrffcl | ^9 

9%3RI«f f%*ft ^9^ 9>T 311719 X^FT 9H£F % 3lf99> TF?9 

3T99I %%fa «FT ‘fil'l’i % f^Tft 3f?R 7WT 

fvfc -apvxrtt ^ i I 

5. 30^fTO> - 3?3qMf, ftFrff 

3WWT *JR#I 4N> 3f«WT W3^rT f^Rft ^»PfT ^ 
ar^pfd ftfi rf3n fire* <n f^ft itto ,ft^r arem 
3Tf^# ^ fan 34^4d Ttlto ^ !Jf=T 

•flfd cWI yfsb^I<flf SFJ^TJX 3TRTT ^ RrlWi , 4m i 4l I 

6. w3lf?^Tr^%(l)(vii) 

■5Wif ^ 3^€rtni4> mtf- 3 ar g rf^Md ^ w 

^ 3R!% ^ elm 3IP<T ^ t I 

7. 3n^S m&5 , 

3iqf«I^^R 3^aiPi«?i 91^ ”^T IfSIkHFI T^TI t^T 

3PR 3Rf«rPPR, 1961 m 805RT^t^9-VRr(4)^-S5 

(iii) ^ 3RP^r m ^ 11 

8. ^ ^T 3?i«*f»M> 91% % 31R9 ^ ^ 

a^f^nj^n % ^?r l (xi) ^ FtPfe 1?rf*T ^ ^ 

t % 3im< 3frM999,1961 «rro 80^w 
^9-HRI 4 (iii) % STfPfd cTR 9191 % 1^ 3?MPt«t» 

91% %3RI, 2002 % 3fR%(T 991 3 i^hV t i 9191 4k»ii 3iA(9id 
#IT I 

9 . 9F 311^*^44 31^9 T^913?|X tiwi %9W9t ^«9> 14^4^4 

9H^2 fcmt, ^ 9%f%9T %t 3^9?9 % 

ftl^ FT»f fr fautaK ^9T, 9f^ 

(i) 3n%R 99 flrcr% 3Rm 9x mm m 
asiyto TO 1%9T 99T t, ^ 9^1 
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3T«TFT F#FFH F ^ ^ I 


(ii) HF Fl<4> F# 

f^Rft 3RH ^ FTF if F^ 
Ft FFFf f^F^TT ! 



(3T*tf<f SRRFFRfi FFshM) 3?t«APW FF& FTT TTO 3#* 
3t*(f«RT fFRt \Ff( FF3R ( 3Rftdl ) F# gWRlfid 
F^FT Ft STcFFTFk# 3#* 3ffiM FM^Fcl FTcTTOT %P 
3TFTFFK# 3#t; 3{flftdl 3H9b*1 Fi Pl^lRd F><|'< Fit FfF 

^mi 3MPif> fttfft q l wriF , 3 MP i f> nlfd 
fFFFLF^ftF R^rtVl 1 F# 

TriJFF HH 7t tjfaa HFTt ! 

11. tf arfF^m Ti ^Rnfen ftf! Ft fitf-fr 3?Rj)r , i<ti 
Fh£ ^tOn, 2002 ■*¥ ^fifnei FF He# F>T 3l^qieH FTf 3TFfF Fi 
^TR fFTFT HHl "FTfFF Psi<H«t> fHF ^ *F>)h Fi 3lVi#d HR 
TIFF HR f I ^ FTCFFC FFfiF F# HFR Ft 



3lWlP!+ FF£ TFflF, 2002 3 fa%F He# 3T^FT FfFtfFFT 
F# Ft H# F^ 3FJF1FH 3 3RFRT TWefT t I 

12. F>-S TRFTR Fi 3^TtF*T Fi iFFT FFH *t 

1%FT FHT F#f Ft HHlFF 3THFT FftTH 3 FFT FFHl 3THFT 
f%Ft din F^F FF d^Fldd FT4 ft 37T^FFT FF 3TFFFrT 7FFT, 
sMfTFT Ff£ ^ STJFkF F# 3^F HFT ^FT I 

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3466.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) ofSection 80-IA ofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 


vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Meenakshi Infrastructures Private 
Limited, Meenakshi House, 8-2-418, Road No. 7, Banjara 
Hills, Hyderabad-500034, is developing an Industrial Park 
namely, ‘E-Park’ at Survey No. 5,15,17, Kondapur Village, 
Serilingampally, Rangareddy District, Andhra Pradesh; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/13/2005-IP & ID dated 17-2-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking being, developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Meenakshi Infrastructures Private 
Limited, Hyderabad, as an industrial park for the purposes 
ofthe said clause (iii). 

(Notification No. 212/2006/F. No. 178/72/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Meenakshi Infrastructures 


Private Limited, Hyderabad. 


I-. (0 

Name of the : 

M/s. Meenakshi 


Industrial 

Infrastructures Private 


Undertaking 

Limited 

(ii) 

Proposed location : 

‘E-Park’ at Survey No. 5, 
15,17, Kondapur Village, 
Serilingampally, 
Rangareddy District, 
Andhra Pradesh 

(iii) 

Area of Industrial : 
Park 

48,613.58 Square Meters. 

(iv) 

Propo'sed activities 



Nature of Industrial Activity with NIC Code 




NIC Code 



Description 

S. No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

8 

89 

892 

— . 

Data Processing, software development 
and computer consultancy services 

B 

8 

89 

893 

— 

Business and management consultancy 
activities 

C 

8 

89 

894 

— 

Architectural and engineering and other . 
technical consultancy activities 

D 

8 

89 

895 

— 

Technical testing and analysis services. 
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(v) Percentage of allocable : 90.07% 
area earmarked for 

industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 9.93% 

area earmarked 

for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of : 30 Units 

industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed: 75 crores 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space : 32 crores 
for Industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees). 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure: 61.80 crores 

* Development including 

investment on built up 
space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of com- September, 2005 

mencement of the Industrial 

Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per 
cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. 
For this purpose a unit means any separate and distinct 
entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax 
laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

2538 G1/06-5 


6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Meenakshi Infrastructures Private Limited 
shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during the 
period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of section 801A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be 
availed. 

8. In case the commencement ofthe Industrial Park is 
delayed by more .than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) ofthis notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 801A ofthe Income-Tax 
Act, 1961. 

' c ‘ ’ ■ 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Meenakshi 

Infrastructures Private Limited shall be solely responsible 
for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(!) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
♦ Government contains wrong information/ 

misinformation or some material information 
has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for 
which approval has already been accorded 
in the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Meenakshi Infrustrctures Private 
Limited, Hyderabad, transfers the operation and 
maintenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor 
undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly 
intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the 
Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department of 
Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog B ha wan,'New 
Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement executed 
between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the 
aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Meenakshi 
Infrastructures Private Limited, Hyderabad, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval ofthe Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of foe applicant to disclose any matoriij 
fact, will invalidate fo**£|«»vklofthe industrial park. 
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4ff^#,21 3^,2006 

(3inm) 

4JT.37T. 3467.37T44R 37faf444, 1961 (1961 
44 43) (4R37Ft 444 37fkf444 4r*T 4471) 4k 4R7 80 ?? 4T 
4k^44TO (4) (iii) *gRTH^rf! Vfiwkf4444kT4Rk 

Vl> ^ T774TR k I 3?fo, 1997 k 7J?? R4T7 4*77 31 4lk, 
2002 4k Wtf 47kt 374fa^ %4 V7s«7T44 37T. 193(37) 
t44T4T 30 W$, 1999 rTSTT. I 37^, 1997 k ^ 

kf4R 7T*77 31 W$, 2006 4k W7T 374fa ^ W77 

44.377. 354 (37) ■% 4T74 TR447, 4lfk^ 37k "TOkl 

447^74 ( 3Mkl^ ktfk 3^7 Wfa tkRPT) 4k 37fmjgRT37f 

■gm 3ftdtfi|cfc W 4k kkpn fkfkr 37 k arkRjf^cf 4k t ; 

33 k ^fkr ksk tH=tt fa^sk v^z fay44 
kk)^s 444fa4 514, "simn 211 Tkro ^rfz, 
■g^rf-400021 

147/5/1 (kt), 147/2, 3, 4, 5/27, 148, 150, 154/2,-281/277, 
24t, 2/Rft, 2/st,*M RWKl^-400607 R .R47 k)klfk4 414? 
44 fkTTTT lk)4l k ; 

3fk 4f4f4? ^ "77744? k 37kRJ^H ^ 37^k k 
dferRsffi TTcff 4^ 374k 4lfk44 4*77 3tUf4 k^TePT 4> f4HT4> 
15-02-2006 ^ R57 77. 15/63/04-377^ kt 371^ ^ ^ 
SRpfa "3471 3i)W)Pio> 4T4> 44 BTjklfkcl 14PT7 k ; 


??lfcR, 374, ^44 37k#Pm 4k 4T7T 80 ?1 47 4k 
TORT?? (4) 4> TsTg (iii) £T7T4Rrl TlfkTfkf 44‘SkkT4TT4 {TIT, 
?K44T VjtP&m 7J44 7§fe (iii) ^ 3RkffTk 3kktfk4T 

9it> 4> k knk tPtt %fkk^ rti fk^rfktr 

4*77 ST^kkTT R4 fkR 7577 444 ^ 4k 

3Tfa?jf44 4R<ft f I 

[37fk7J547k. 214/2006/4*1.77. 178/37/2005-377.4T.fk-I] 

"^44? 4k, 3747 77f44 

37^574 

km R7 ?R? f3H TR 4M ??744? k k??k TP7T fwm 
fkfkks, *pr^ R7i 37kkfk47 474f 4k 4fk4 f^r irk 
ktj 37^7^4 tk/RT 447 k I 
i. (i) 3fik)kr+ » 44m : kqrfkp^k3rifkz 

tkfkfe 

(ii) Wlfcffi -pRT : ‘kprk^sk^sk^T 

■qi^vskk: 147 / 5/1 (k), 
147/2,3,4,5/27,148, 
150,154/2,281/24, 

2k,2/kt,2/st,«uk, 
■RW?-400 607 




44 377^ 7k k%m ^ M 34dkk 

!4> 45lk^4T4 44 74477 


44 3?k kt 4f?4T 


14474 

k. 

37^474 

4414 

w 

M 

47 

2 3^7 3 

- . ♦ 

. - 

fkkT4Wr ^Tk^rr? 

727 

4 

- 

- 

fksikt, k?7 3k? 41k 

4 

7 

75 

- 

774R kcjR 

4 

8 

89 

892 

kfkfkn, 41^47 441 44^7 




* 

■T44Mk4R 


8 

, 89 

893 

447t4T7 44T 4444 4774^47 ^T44 k4N 

4 

8 

89 

894 

4T7gf?Te4k7 4*77 ^llk^k R4 3T4 444t4k 





4>4e!^kt 44^4^414 


8 

89 

895 

- cf4ik=k 4k^F7 4°f 14^44 k4R 


-• 

(iii) 3lWoch 4T4> 47T 

: 9685.99 ^fkte 

j'' (viii)4R7lIk4 tkk^T (Tlfk 

: 16,49,93,642.92 

k44Tc? 


T4^ k) 


(iv) 474Tfkcl 44^47414 


(ix ) 3kkk44i 30410 "k krR, 

: 9,84,11,033.11 

(v) 3kart44T"34441 ^ Rr 

: 91.30% 

•fkfkcl 4*7R 4T 1kk?T 


474lf44 37lk?4t4 k4 44 


(4Tfk T47k) 


4f47Tcl 


(x) 3744744477447 144TO 47 

: 15^5^9^43.17 

(vi) ^iknkmr 340)4 ^ fk4. 

: 8.70% 

f4%7 f47Tk 3Tt?77tk47 


fk^fkct ^fk 44 yfcl^Tcl 


T4474 k" fpR fkfkcT 4*774 


(vii) 3kktfk47 ^fkk'4k 

: 15^ 

47 f4447 kt 4Tlfk74 f 


^4?T4 477247 


(47fk 444 k) 



j 
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3(ii)3 

(xi) ^ 3UT*T : 13ftR*TO,2002 

Rfft g^ rf ro Mr 

2. f=btt) 3 fltilfim Wf* 3TRRTTOT fa'TOR T R -^(TH 
fa^?! mUmUh ciMid ^ 50% ^ TOT Riff Mn I ^ 
^sAPi* to? # 4?i*j?PT4> rrMt ■% fm^ MM frt wt 

TORT $,MIM^ ^f 3?teiffM«6 TTOrTRi ftlMWl TO*f R>? RTFTR 
tiled fq<t>Kt ^qtiVriHh T TT ^icih 7§M[ cj>^Jl 'q'li TOTO 
60% 3 TOT *?*TT I 

3. 7T7TOT fTOFTO R’7TTO7 (u*W Tr!^4i tifefl), ^crTT^ 

TOT *&*&*, ^pTcT *faR TjfaRT, RMTOq Mto?, fo§p 
4<RI4H T^‘ fTOTR, ^Idl^JirH TOT R*ft 3PT ^faRTR ^ 
aftfltfira to44>?t i h tg RiRFRRTOfrr ’Rf 4iffr|fc44> 

Rr y<j«Ki i? i 

4. iTOTO 1 3T^r, 2002 M TO.3TT. 354 (39) ^ MkW 

6 ^ ^T-%TTN> (T§T) 3 1% dlfdTO ^ TORR (2) 3 
d fen Ran R7?^ ^«t>n 5TO^ Rhtil 3itajp{4> TO? R> %g ftTTO 
3MRR7 &T TO 50% 3 39fe ftfRTT TOM TOT I. FT 
IW^HI*! Mr? TO 37TTO TTTO RT Tn*T ^ 39fTOr TF^T 
3TRRT TO TO^ R> TOfTO Mg feRff 3TO 7 ! TOT 

f*FTTOTOt3$ l 

5. 3IT«0f^4> 3 ^^*h1^*iT MTOi M*i RRTO '®ft^ 

3TRRT ’MKcftq R'S|4 *!«*) „39RRI TOT 7TRR TPfTT TO^g R> 
SRpfa Trot? TORTOR SR! 3RRST MTOt 39RRT 

aircra ft wM ftTOr *£ Mg *ft RTfTOr f, 

TOfl TOT 3tf*'RT3Tf ^ ST^RR 3TTOT ^ I^PTT 'TOgTT I 

6. FT 39f^RT^^T (O(vii) 

FMFff ^ aflaiffifth to? 3 RRfMra ^ tort ft 

39fRpl4H ^ 3frrfcT ^P7 cTO TJRT ^ I 

7. ixm tte7f UT?^ fwf^ , -g*^ toRt 

^ ^pt afailfto ^iw» ^t TTdW'T ^nfT Trim awfti ^ 
3TTTO 39RrfTO9, 1961 *9TO 80 *7*ftTO*CTTl (4) ^ 
TSS (iii) «i> 39*?pf5T cTO ^ I 

8. ^ TOT 3^€itni<=b % 39R*7 

3TfV7JTO % ^T 1 (xi) f¥^J fafa ^ ^ ^ ^TRT 

fzfcTO FtlTT i (Tt 37TTO7 3?RjRm, 1%1 TO 80 
"3P-TO 4 (iii) ^ 3T?T*f?T PTO 3TO ^ 3^11)91*6 

JTR> *faRT, 2002 ^ 3RT*f7T TOT TOT TOTT artfw 

¥t*TT I 

9. ^T¥ 39gq)TO T^*n ^ Tl*9T Rr^STf UT^ 

M*&z , Rp# y ftf fruT ^ 

f^T*^TO "PW, ^ 

(i) 39T^TO TO f^n# 3TOTC PT TOPR TO 
3Tg*7tTO TOR f^TOT TOT t, W TOW TJTOTAfTOT 
39TO *PRTTO WTOTOP 7JTOT W *(t I 

(ii) toTO 7T al l i fl ftra m<» arort^fir^ 

f^Tta; 39gR)TO f*P7^ 3TO 4 h»h TO ^f TO^ 

ift tor fror tot i 


.. 10. ^ ^Rf *tercf fRn i^<r-S^ W&Z RrTfH^, g* 3 ^ 

(39«rf^ 39TOTORf TOTO) sfeltfw TOfr TO TOTRR 3?R 
39gwiT fcp^ft 3M*q (39«^ 3 TctMTOTO 7) ^TTR^fftP 
^*TT ^ 39TOnroif 3?l7 3PTM TO^TO gMld<»l ^ 1^ 

g fen«w>< i f afa 3 ktM toto -$ t ro nf^r tor ttRt 
«^ 7TO 3?lTitfTO» TOTTOTTTfroTTO, sftefrfTOTRtffl 3jk*TOftf^ 
1^RFT,^N TOR, f^ndVl 1 R?t’3?ITOftTOTT TOTTOT ■gpR 
Tf^JTO TO ^ TjfTO R^Tt I 

11. ^77 3TRRJTOT ^RnRgd TRf ^7 TTO-WT 4?l«lPf«t> 
tq^H, 2002 ^f Ylifnei 4*1 ^ictT "TO 3Rg9TRR "37T 3T®lft9 ^ 
troP TOT qifei^ I>sit-i«t> tRT^ fTT Win ^ 3in*In TOR 

TOT tTOT f I 7RTO7 TO^TO R?) TORT ^ 

RTOTt t Rft ^Rf tRT f^PSTf UR$Z M*&Z, 

afhjtfror rt^> toDr, 2002 4 W^r tot? 3ttot ft arfR^TOt 
froft Rt to? ^ srgqrror^f srppr tftt ti 

12. ^RT 7RTO7 ^ ^ ITOT 3MTO R?TR 

ITOIT TOT R7?f Rt TTRtro 39«rm RfRST ^ TPTT TORT 3TTOT 
%7ft HtR cTTO TO 'TOJTKH ^ 3TT^TO» TO 3RTPR TFTT, 
3f|^Piq> RT^ ^ 395*7kR RT? 39^R TOT ^TT I 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 3467. —Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Htcome-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industry Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.Q. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.0.354(E) dated the 1 st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Roma Builders Private Limited, 
having registered office at 514, Dalamal Towers, 211 Nariman 
Point, Mumbai-40003>1, is developing an Industrial Park 
namely, ‘Roma Builders Industrial Park ’ at Survey No. 147/ 
5/l(p), 147/2,3,4,5/27,148,150,154/2*28l/2A,2B, 2/C, 2/D, 
Thane, Maharashtra-400 607; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. I5/63/04-IP& ID dated 15-2-2005 subject 
to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, developed and being maintained and operated 
by M/S. Roma Builders Private Limited, Mumbai, as an 
industrial park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[NotificationNo. 214/2006/F, No. 178/37/2005-ITA-lj 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Roma Builders Private Limited, 
Mumbai. 

1.(0 Name of the Industrial Roma Builders Private 

Undertaking Limited 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 

(u) Proposed location : Roma Builders Industrial 

Park, Survey No. 147/5/1 (P), 
147/2,3,4,5/27,148,150, 

154/2,281/2A, 2B, 2/C, 2/D, 
Thane, Maharashtra-400 607 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 



NIC Code 


1 

Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

2&3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing. 

B 

4 

— 

— 

— 

Electricity, Gas & Water. 

C 

7 

75 

— 

— 

Communication services. 

D 

8 

89 

892 

— 

Data Processing, software development 
and computer consultancy services. 

E 

8 

89 

893 

— 

Business and management consultancy 
activities. 

F 

8 

89 

894 


Architectural and engineering and other 
technical consultancy activities. 

G 

8 

89 

895 

' — 

Technical testing and analysis services. 

(iii) 

Area of Industrial 

: 9685.99 

Square Meters 

• 

including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 


Park not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 


(iv) 

Proposed activities 


(v) 

Percentage of allocable area : 

earmarked for industrial use 

91.30% 

(vi) 

Percentage of allocable area : 
earmarked for commercial use 

8.70% 

(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

15 units 

(viii) 

Total investments proposed. 
(Amount in Rupees) 

16,49,93,642.92 

(ix) 

Investment on built up space : 
for industrial use 

9,84,11,033.11 


(Amount in Rupees) 


(x) 

Investment on infrastructure : 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

1525,89243.17 

(xi) Proposed date of : 

13th December, 


Commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2002 

2. The minimum investment on 

infrastructure 


development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 


3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and severage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 354 (E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5., Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment, by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in Force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Roma Builders Private Limited, Mumbai, shall 
continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period in 
which the benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of 
Section 80-1A ofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 
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8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
tinder the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Roma 
Builders Private Limited, Mumbai, shall be solely 
responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central Government 
contains wrong information/misinformation or 
some material information has not been provided 

• in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Roma Builders Private Limited, 
Mumbai, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another 
undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor 
and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Intrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Mawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
or the aforsaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be avai led The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Roma 
Builders Private Limited, Mumbai, fails to comply with any 
of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of file Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part ofthe applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

21 3TTOT, 2006 
(3TTTO5T) 

97T.3TT. 3468.—1961 (1961 
^rr 43) (45T arrt w arfafaro * tt t) 9ft m 80 ? 97 
9ftTO-9RT (4) (iii) $RJ9TOT 97TTOfo 


TO. ^ mm * i 3%, 1997 3 ^ im tot n Rrf, 

193(31) 

tTOTO 30 1999 ^ TOT 1 3r&*T, 1997 ^ 

lft9R TOT 31 Rftf, 2006 45) TORT 3|9fa ^ ftrlR TETTOl 
9*3TT. 354(31), 9R9 HWIR 3&T TO^T 

item ( gfeftftre dfo wh fam) ^ 

m W 9ft #3RT 3?ri arfoffifa 9ft ♦; 

sfh, TOfr, ^*Rf (NWH RS' 

TOfrfd TOftfi 

fm* to^- 302005 3 ♦, 3n$ snf ^ 9 ^*, 
fam TT9WH-313003 3 R97 aAfltfw 

9T9^ 97T fiWRT 9R Tift t; 

3ffc, TOfa, ^ *R97R ft 3rf*R^T ^ 3T^R ft 
dfr^Rsm fiPri? 9» 3T*ffa 9!f^ TOTftdTTTO 

^%T3T 27-9-2002 Wl5/85/05-311$ftt RS 3TT$ 

^ 3RPfd TOfi 9T9? 3?3RH^r f979T t; 

3T9, *RfaR, TOd 3lfafftTO 9ft TOT 80 ^ 97 9ft ^39- 
TOT (4) (iii) TOT Wfi 97T TO^T 9*ft to> 

^5 TR9JR q,«5^Ki TOW TSTE (iii) 9> TOfadTft <ifttiiOT9> 

rh? ^ ft ftsft iraw -&Z tsawfe to 

TOR? SRI fipbfa q TOT 3 T fffad 
TO TOlfad 1*R Tin TOd -3TOJR STfa^fW 9R# f I 
215/2006/971ft. 178/05/2006-3TT.97.fit -I] 

ftta9r-nft, <sm -rPto 

tr mu wm % ^ 

to q»u^\vH fafiris, gifi a3l«iiPi4» 

3 73* 1)4 ^ T^PT Etot tot i I 

1. (i) TOffR 97T TOT : 

aKRUYhfM 

(ii) ytoiPfci TOFT : 3TI^ 3T1^ ^ 

fm 

3^y, TOWFT-313 003 

(iii) Vrf Wt : 171.09 TO*? 


(iv) +i4**im 


TO M ^ vm aftih ftr g mbnm 

3f»F 

» 




TO 311^ # iffddT 



TOT^t 


TORT TRJt • 

, M 


97 

2 TO 3 

- - . 

- 
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(v) 3 ?|#Pt* : 97.62% 

T7Wlf*l 3 7f *R% 8% cRT 

yftwd 

(vi) *%%!* : 2.38% 

Proffer *jfa *t yftm 

(vii) : 243 

(viii) H«irf*d*£R (71% : 664.37 RT^ 

W* 3) 

(ix) afcflPM) *l4Pl $ fen* : Tpr 

InFCra 7*7R Pte% 

(71% 3) 

(x) fa*T77 ^77 : 598.96 RT79 

P%* fira^f 3? > $P i * 

<jM4fFT $ far* Piftci wr 
^77 $ ¥llPl<H t 

(71% 3) 

(xi) 3?|$P|* $ 3717*7 : 01 -05-2001 

SWlfeid faf*7 

2. f*$ 3Hl€ilFieh Mte> xf 3TO7feRT fq«t>m ^77 

%% Tpr mi $ 50% 3 **7 ^ i 

3flmlPi«»> *3> $ 3?lW)Fi<*> $ %tt Ft ft a 7 *ir ti^r 

*TdT t, $ **?$ 3 3?l«IPl* 7«ld $ PTO% *pf $t RRd 
TTffcfl fa*177 zwmw] ^77 -^dcPT w$ *§R TfefrsRIRRd 
$ 60% $ **? i^T $* i 

3. W*7 i f** 1 7l 3775* ( 77m* r 77£* qfed ), *R 13 jft 

71*71 Till'd, ^j*W $*R Tjfe*, ^Ph*Th A<Jd4», fatja 
37q%? d«n feft 3 rt tjPtoi< $ 

3?t$P|* * | 4*R R $$ 77P7RT TFPTFt $%q$ $ *%%7* 

3f* 3 Prafitfta n^cT £ i 

4. %71* 1 37$R, 2002 *t *1371. 354(37) 

6 $ ^-ferar* (*r) xf ftft* *%*r $ *fem (2) 3 
4lwPgd *^ tt*r s*i$ f*$ afeiiPi* **£ $ f %7 few 
3j\liiP l 4. fa *T 50% 3 37%* 1*7771 VTftn d£f *Pft I $77 
3PTp3HIT«f 1*77t **1$ *T 37T7R H* * Tl* 71 3TfV^F 7RT 
37*7* *7 *133 $ TPTpSR $ f%7 f*T7t 37PFT 71*71 

%R *U|4) $ £ I 

5. 371*77*737 3ry7Mi flR^f %% ^ 

37*7* »7Rcfr£1 %31^ ^f* 37*7* T77 W7 TT^tT *1^7 ^ 
3F*fd ftPiP f g t*^t 771%*^ ^ SRI W %% 
37*7* a r firarc ft wt*7 Pr^r ^ 373 * 7 %! *iPtr t, 

37^7 ■’Pfd d*7T 3TpF*37f ^ 373*7 3TRH ^ %* **TT I 


6. T77 37pT7pRT^^T (l)(vii) ^f 

Vm$ ^ 3MPt^ -q% H 37dfWd ^ ‘SnTTRT j\ TV 
SrfaPPR 37^pfd *7 RP7 TTFd 1 ) 77*^ t I # 

7. "^777^ 7RI7*7PT Tfe 75fT5*7R ■^R'T^FS ^’5 5 T^73^fe 
*T(hWh %fH^5, '373737 7777 3T37P7 ^ ^7R 3ft|ftPi+ *3? 

*T 37*PR T%TT %77 37d% 4 37FT*7 STfirf^m, 1961 
*7T80^r**t <P7-*7T (4)^7Sfe (iii) ^3F*fcTRTO 

f I 

* 

8. ^•3*T3^€ilPl4> Hl4>% 371% ^^fTf7 37Rnj*n 

%^71 1 (xi) 3frf^fdf*7 3TS**$^^71*t^rnn5%t 
dt 37F7*T 37%%*, 1961 *t *7T 80 ^7 * *t <P7-*7T 4 
(iii) 37*f71 RP7 ** *7^ ^ fciQ, <j?l«lPi<h *^> 3Tt3RT, 

2002 ■£ 37=*fd *7T 373*%d ** *7* 37^* tm\ I 

9. *T 373*7%? 37^%7 7%TT sfft ^777? 7T3f7*7R T& 

*k#?r M&s, ^ 1*737 
%77t 3lfd%* *t sphrai ^ fpT^ T*7 ift 1***%77 ^PlI, 

(i) 37F%7 ^ 377*7 ^77 ^ -777*17 ^171 

373 I 7%T IT* 1 ! %* TMd ^*n/7pRT 

37*7* *Pm d**77* 7^*11 *7 Tp' Tlf I 

(ii) 37F"3*7 aJWlPl^ T 7%*t 37df7*7fd^ 3 ^f%% 
f%7 373*7%T I*77t 37^7 3W7 ^ **7 xf ^ 
FlWTl** 7 !*^ I 

10. ^ ^777f 7F5T7*7H>i ?Sp^d T$5 

^ 7 g » fe »KMRVH r^p T ^S , ^737 ( 37*7% 3 7 * 7^di ' 39shH ) 
3lrefiPi* *^» *t ir*%7 3^7 3737 ^* f*7it 37 R w 
(37*7%3T7tM^W7) *t F T di dfld *^1T dt 377T7R*<rf 3?i7 
37df<rfl 3Hj*W SWkK u l ^ t%7; 3i'd7 u l<i6di 3^f7 37df7dt^7*X7 
■^■#dPT*I%T*7R*t3lfd^ 771*7 ^hatPl*77B7*TT7T%*?R, 
3?tlJ|P|<*> iPd a^R'TTdtfsf 1^*71 ,*30%! »!*!,*? P^Wl-ll *t 
■^?P77f%dT 77**TT 773*7 *<7 ^ 7|f*T *^t I 

11. ^77 37f*p*^f3 Rf l f 7 ad 771*7-771*7 3? | g^P l 4> 

Wift 7^t*7, 2002 3 *lf%! ^ *df *1 373*PR 7177 37^% * 
^fTR %* ** *%j; %7% T71 T*fa 37*fdRm 

37T7T f^)l( ^ I <=h*< 777*R '3 t 7^*T 373*i%! 7*777 ^ 

77*$ % I ^77^ 7^2 7% 

*U#? H %fP%g . ^RT37 3H6i l P | * *^7^, 2002 

*d? 37*7* ^77 37f*77pT *t f*7ft $ $ 373*PR $ 

3777WI 7?* $1 

12. 7T7*T7 $ 373*7%T $ f*R1 tfT&Z *H 

f** tj* *^ $ 7%t*7 37*7* *rf*sq WT* 37*7* 
f*7ft $77 d*5d *T <4^MleLH *$ 371^* *1 3T77*R 7**, 

3?teftPl* *$ $ 3T3 i 7%7 37^%7 *71 I 
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New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 * Now, ther^lpre, in exercise of the powers conferred 

by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 


0TOOMR.TAX) 

S.O. 3468.—Whereas die Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) 6f Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated die 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 3 54(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on die 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an Industrial Park, at IID Centre, 
Kaladwas, District Udaipur, Rajasthan-313003; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/85/05-IP & ID dated 27-9-2005 subject 
to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 
this notification; 


said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial 
park for the purpose of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 215/2006/F. No. 178/05/2006-IT A-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 

1. 0 Name of the Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development & 

Undertaking Investment Corporation 

Limited. 

(ii) Proposed location : IID Centre, kaladwas, 

District: Udaipur, 
Rajasthan-313 003 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 171.09 acres. 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


A 

NIC Code 

Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division Group *Class 


A 

2&3 

— — — 

Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable area : 97.62% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area : 238% 

earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 243 Units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 66437 lakhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space Nil 
for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 598.96 lakhs 

Development including 

investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 


(xO Proposed date of 01-05-2001 

Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction’of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 
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4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6of S. 0.354 (E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para I (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para I (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 80-lA of the Income Tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval 
is accorded by the Central Government contains 
wrong information/misinformation or some 
material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval jias already been accorded in 
the name of anotbernmdertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the.transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Endustrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 


[Part II —Sec, 3 (h)] 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment 
Corporation Limited, Jaipur fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

^ 22 2006 

( ) 

^T.3TT. 3469.—^% 1961 (1961 

43) Cm 3TF) "W^) *?T7T 80 ?T ^ 

(4) ^ (iii) SRT TRaT TTftFM OTT ^ 
^ 7T7*T7 A 1 3T^, 1997 ^ ^ cTSTT 31 TOR, 

2002 *17TTOTOFtt cfTcft ^f*m RT3?T. 193(3?) 

30 W$, 1999 ^ I 3Tjfo, 1997 ^ ^ 

FRF* FRT 31 TOR, 2006 RH 7RTR 3?Rfa WTT 

*n.31T. 354 (3?), IffiTT TO 7RTOTT cjlftRTO 3ffr tostr 
1W1 (3iW^ Rtfo wfa fRRFT) R?t 3TfR7JRRI3?f 
sttt art^fRR? Rfl ^rt^r^TT f=rfWer 3?h 

3Tf^TO f ; 

3rk RRfTO frRtf 7TR7RF TO? RRRTOTE RF 

f^T. fR7TRT[ 9^1^cl 

T iT 7 f, rrr?- 302005 R' i, 3iWiPi* $r RTRft wn 
(31T^ ^RtRTR), TORI, 7TR7RH-306 401 R T* 3iWlPl* 
Rptf TOT fRTOT7T TOT TF t ; 

RRfTO TOR 7TTTOT7 ^ srfRTJRRl $ 3T^tl 3 
Sfcrdfecl fw? 3^7 TTrft’ TO 3?#T RRI 

fTOflTO 24-10-2005 ^ TO? 7?. l5/101/05-3?Tf3?T^ 

r) $ 3?*nfcT Tror toto *1 fron t ; 

3?fnfTOn? to) tott 80 y to to) ^trttt 

(4) Ri 73R (iii) 'gRT y<?cn TOT yTl*i TO<cVITIT, TOTO 

7TTTOI7 TRT5H1 RTO1 7RR (iii) $ RRT3R!*) 311^)Pl* TOR? TO 
TR7RH TO* RRRW RR 1^2 

'^■442'gRT fetTOfctct RRT 3?^5?cT TR 

fTOR RTO1 TO) 3?fR7jfRcT TOR) f I 

[ 7?. 217/2006/TOT: 7?. 178/22/2006- 3TT.TO.fR -1 ] 

"mf, 3TRT 7?f%R 




['TFTII—TSF5 3(ii>] 


%F^2,2006/'TTR 11, 1928 
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1^5 4TFTUvM RllMis, *FFJ* SRI 

"Fm> 4ft nf^T 1%^ Ittj 3T^F^T 3KB f^RTT $ I 
1 . (i) aflfiM* aWT 4TT TFT : TTSTWFT^Z^f^T 

iqw4<* Tjg fr^ffd 

*Rtt¥H fa '^C 

(u)‘5R?llftRT'?«IFT : 3^1?|+ 


* WFH (3TT$ 
4^),^,y*WR- 
306401 

(iii) -wftsilfW F14» 4>T • ; 127.45 T^T 

(iv) y«iifq<i 4>l4«t>tnl4 : 


^ 34i# # i%ir ^ *re afaftftry » i 4»hn 
yr wpft 


T?3 3Tl| 




sFT - ^ 3T3*TFT 3mFT 

w 



y 2 afk 3 

-7-.- 

- 

- 

RtRihN 4>i4^hif 


(v) 3ftotPi«h 4 h410 -% 

MWlPld 3IWiH)4 ^T 

yRi?id 

: 90.09% 

(vi) ^ 

'jf*r yT yfd?id 

: 9.91% 

(vii) 

yfdlRfd TT^TT 

: 30 ^ 

(viii) y«ilfqn ^rT fd4?l (TlfTT 

^f) 

: 433,00,000/- 

(ix) 3?I^Pi4i <JMqVi ^ ^Ty, 

(TT% *4) 

: 

(x) 37oRT^n?*?y. fayrcr 1 tt 

: 3,69,19,000/- 


aftotffa; 

4> Rrly, Iftffa ^*TH 
m fac^l 4t tiiRtb "I 
(Tlfa 

(xi) 3-frellfrr^ fa ^ 3W : 31-3-2006 
4ft UWlfad Wl 

2. fasft 3ft«flPl4> T TRff "4 ^qtK^ii 4* 

Pie)*i <*>01 vR^tadl dMfrt 4> 50% "ft cKR dsl *ft 4 JJ I 
3?l'EilPl«h 414? "4t 3^^ni«6 <J4<il J i 4i Rrly, ftfftd SKM 
ytm t, tn^ ft ftteftffty wb ^ (W«i yift 4ft wm 
^fF4 SFWreRT tR ^J4?T4 4jB -qfaftsRT wi 

■ft 60% #n I 


3. m&n fe4 >w ( w f ^S4> Mfa r), 

TFTI "4<3 41^44 *jlft4T, ifirtftPi A^qft, 

3<<TK4 T^f f?RRB, cf«Tf ft*ft 3F4 4ft 

<#?l€rtPT4» 4 »pN»OTF ftjj *flMM liH^Fl ft fa^ ’t ft'qlfuii'WW* 
ftft ft t^mUftt 1 ! ^ y^<w % I 

4. ffa 1 3T$B, 2002 4rftyT.3TT. 354(37) ft 

6 ft ~34- toR> (y) ft frffa cTTfayr ft 4FB4 (2) ft 
afcrtrtnSRT e *ftl* y^cri fftftfc 3ftftfft4r mft ft Riy Pima 
3ftftf44r $4 44 50% ft atftFF fem 4lfftT 4^f 4ftft I w 
yft'q*Tlft fftftt 44 3TRT4 y,4> 4T ft 3Tf44> ^M1 
31^1c|| c^(T^ 4R ypfT ^ ^ Riy, f^FTRt cT^TT 

f^y«Fft I 

5. 3?m*iy 313^^4, f^rr4 M?fr f^4?r 

3T«iy wta ftt -fa 3T«raT Tm 3^1 yFJfT 

SRFfcT [qf-it^^i yif*Ri<»l ^RT fq^O 3T<^T Pf^VI 
3T«T^T ’HRdl’4 Rl4?I ^ ^(Rlc>T t, 

TT^cT ' 5 ftf?T <T*TT yRhqi^Tf ^ 3T^R 3telM ^ RtT^T ■qfli.Mi I 

6. (l)(vii) WTT^ 

•£ 3?la)f04) ^ ^ 3T^fT«m ^ 44<M 

3Tf«ffWT ^ 3RT% cTN W<T f I 

7. {RWR &<L ^rH^d 

<4»IMR^H 1H, Wm 3T^f«T ^ fa[ 3lk^ltRl«t> fa ^T 
SH I cH fa T^Fnf^RT at^fiT if smreR SlfafWT, 1961 
'TRf 80 ^T '3 1c T-'TRr (4) ^ Tsfe (iii) ^ 3Rd‘ld ^[RT 
f I 

8. "3^T 3?l^lPich '4l4> % 3TR'T STfV^qm 

4» ^[1 1 (xi) 4f y*#* ^4 'WIKI fatf M ^TT ^ 


2538 Ql/06-6 
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(ft ftftWT, 1961 ft *TRT 80 ^ ft Tq-URT 4 

(iii) ft annf? RTft ftiRT, 

2002 ft SRFfa RRT 3RTRT TOT sft%T ftm I 

9. RF ST^ft^ ftRT ft* fttfft RTOIR ^ 

4iIMU?H %, ftft 

Iftft yfafft^i ft sfttRn ft fat* trr ft ftm, 

(i) 3TTTO RR tftlft 3TPIR RT ftR( TK^TT 5RT 
3^ftkn 3PTFT fftRT RRT ft, ft ’RTcT T£RRT/ T£RRT 
3T*TRT ftftR (T«TOT T£fTT R ft Rf ft I 

(ii) RF wftftfftTRTft ft 3TRft*ftrftjtlftRft 

%TT 3T^jft^T fftRT 3RR TRsFR ft RTR ft R^ft 
ft RRFT fTO RRT ft I . 

10. RfR ft^ft XRTWT T$Z ftRcTTO 

%, WV$l (3?ft( 3TRRRR>ft 49**0 

ftftfftF Rift RTT yRlett ft* 3FJRSR Iftft 49*9 

(3Tftf3T(TM W) ft g R Rdftd ftRT (ft a ftKUre ' df ft* 
3TdU(ll "3R^R? SKIKK'n ft fcTl, ftRRRft ft* 3ft*ft ^5R*R 
ftftR fftflfft RRR ft Ufa ft RRT a|feftPl«4i Kt? I Rd l R f fttMR , 
ftsftlft ftlrl fRRFT, -i'ciln RRR,ft lftrft-1 1 ft 

<S54M^llci(ll RFTRRT ^f'lc R^Sfd *FR ft ^fftd Rftft ] 

11. fr 3?fRWTftTfftftgRft! ft Rrn-Rrnftftft3T 
RTft *ftR, 2002 ft TTTfftT TTcft RR ST^RTeR RR 3Rffa ft 
ft*TR fftRT *THT Rlfst( f^RTft fftb ^R TfttR ft ftcftcT RTTR 
RTRT fftR RJTft ft I ft^ RRTRT ^R^jcRT R^ftRR ft RTRR ft 

RRfttft ftRftRTTOTH^ftS^^ft^TWft^^TOft? 
RRRft?H 1ft., ^TR 1 ^ aftftrfftr Rift *ftn, 2002 ft fftft RTcff 

&m\ fr ftftsjRr ft fftft ft ft ft r^wr ft str^ 
<8di ft I 

12. ft^ R**R ft ftjftft ft fftl Rftte ^TFT ft 

fftRT TRTT ftft ft RftR 3TRRT RfftR ft RRT cTRRT RRRT 
fftft csIr (T«R RiT <i^i<i’i R7RT ft R7T 3TRRRT <6'll, 

aftftfftT RTft ft 3Rjftft ft ar^R RRT ftl t 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 

(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3469.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of-1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India m the Ministry of 
Commerce and industry (Department of Industrial Policy 


and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), datetfthe 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O, 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an Industrial Park, at Industrial 
Area Zadri Faina (1ID Centre), Pali, Rajasthan-306 401; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/101/05-1P & ID dated 24-10-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[NotificationNo. 217/2006/F. No. 178/22/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEP AK G ARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 

1. (0 Name of the, Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development & 

Undertaking Investment Corporation 

Limited, Jaipur. 1 

(ii) Proposed location : Industrial Area Zadri Faina 

(1 ID Centre), Pali, 

Rajasthan-306 401. 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 127.45 acres. 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


► i' it H ■ 


••Hf* 1 »i 
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S.No. 


Section 


NIC Code 
Division 


'TTCfl^FT wra : 2006/«tl* II, 1928 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


__ ' i 

Group Class 


Description 


Manufacturing activities 


(v) Percentage of allocable area 90.09% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area 9.91% 
ear ma r ked fo r commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 30 Units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : Rs. 4,33,00,000/- 
(Amount in Rupees) 

0^) Investment on built up space : Nit 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

00 Investment on Infrastructure : Rs. 3,69,19,000/- 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xO Proposed date of 31-3-2006 

Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project costi In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for indulbial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. 0.354 (G), 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 


5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para I (vii) of 
this Notification; are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(0 the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central Government 
contains wrong information/misinformation or 
some material information has not been provided 
in it. 

(iO it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the lntrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Efhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 
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11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment 
Corporation Limited, Jaipur fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

^ ftc#, 22 wm, 2006 

( 3TRTOT ) 

*>T.3*T. 3470.3TFFST SffVfWT, 1961 (1961 
*BT43) (W3TlA 

Tf>t (4) tste (iii) SKT "9RT 9R7A 

A 1 1997 A cf*7T 31 *114, 

2002^77^^^?^ 3^^f^TOIT^T.3Jl. 193(31), 
30 1999 A ^ftTT cRTT 1 3T^T, 1997 3 

cT*TI 31 2006 ^ W<T 3T*tfV A W71 

^T.STT. 354(37), 1 3T^T, 2002 A WsFK 

sfo iiUMM (3?l^lPl4> Afa 3?R faWT) 

3TftT^T137f 5R1 aMfoS ^ #5RT 33prr 

3flT ArA WIH T2Z ^qcinA’d 

§^w4d qOtTlAfH 1H., ^I’hTctI’H 3tl) , l 

WI, T=TFf, *5RTJT-302 005 A %, *Prlld<! 


Pq«iK, t^TcTT '4is4<, 7DR2IH A TJ^T 3lWlPl<*> opr fqtHK 
3?A W<m A JQ srfA^HI ^ 3F[AtI A 

"3f^rf^RT fHqn 3?A TTcff A> 37Afa qifujvrq cT«TT ■itlVl 

f^risr 27-09-2005 ^’pil5/88/2005-3 ?t£ At As 3nf 
^TRpfcT 3=w sftsitf 4 icp STjAtpRT Ph9l 

37^ ^ 3Tf^P7TT «JRT 80 

(4) A> oS (iii) SKI ii^cd ^iPwq) oRT yAPl «btcl q>-Sv 
TR9RR i<a<ySKi tsfS (iii) y41' s Mi*f ^tilPiqi 
^ 4 AftA tdtwh ^sf^7eT As 

^RTtAftSH fdp7cts, ’3PTJT £KI tT4>fAd «T*7T 37^f?7cT TT^ yqiPrid 
1*6^, 3«ki 3956*7 At 3lffcl7|[Ad «tKdl i? I * 

[ 37f^J^Tr A. 218/2006/9*1 A. 178/26/2006-37T.^.fA. -I ] 

t PlH c b RA, 3iq< ■wfAq 

APTR trar pSR m nTTrf A ArA '&Z 

T tz WFp: 

"SRl 3^tdPi«ti 9T^ ufcja "sitA ^ y^ii, foqi 

fpn 11 

1. (i) 3^El)P|ch 3M5tH "3F>T "1IH : 

=RKmUvH f^T. 

(ii) MKiifeia W : qcilflu gnlq ^3] 

fqwK, fT^TT 
qi-sAt, 7T5TWH 
49.61 9,qis 


(iii) Hi<t» aRT ^cT 
^3TTcT 

(iv) y^iifqa «t>i4«t>dlH : 


TT5T 37T# # 'R%7TT ^ TTm 3^eif0 l ^ <hl4cbHIM 
«FT 




T^T 37lf «P^dl 


Pq4I*0 


37^'RPT 





2 7^3 

- 

- 

fqPinJ u i q>iqfq>ciiH 


(v) 3i1?j>PrcR wtFt ^fcn* : 100 % 
ywnPdd 3iwd'H>j ata^RT 

yfd9Td 

(vi) tllfl'ffcw wiW ^ fm : Tpi 

°RT ^mcT 


(vii) 3?iti)Pfq> ^fPiil : 83 <jPi^ 

(viii) ywiifqa «t>ci PiA^i (tifV’i : 157.88 611® 
. <?ny, A) 
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(ix) 3fl«tfirR> TOlVl 

T«7H TT f^T 
(TlfR W* -4) 

(x) fRRTO TR : 143.88 RTC* 
f^TT fira^f 3 fa i)P i 4> 

' TOTW ^ 

RT Pl^VI *ft VIlfMM ^ 

(Rftl TO( t¥) 

(xi) S^atf'IR* RTR? $ 37TRT : 01-04-2004 

Rft y wiRm ftifa 

2. fatft sfaftftar ttr^ -cf am^THi f^FTR rc '*gm 
f*T^7T R£R Rft q fc Rl RTRTI ^ 50% 3 RR Rtf tfRT I ^ 
sMRtrt rtr? Rt 3?lsitfh4> totW ^ ftffcr rir irr 

4»Xdl Rt HIHC^ ^"f 3ittj)f«|«t> WfcT Ri RtHf u J <til4 R>t CUM Cl 
tftsn fa«w*i 37RHTRRT RT -<jna*i <3“4 «^d RfTRtRFfT ciimci 

^ 60% ^ to Rtf tfm I 

3. TTTRR1 fRTO7 3 *rSRi ( WH4 «fect), 

R*7T #3^3 , ^RR RIR 4fd+TH ^ZRR?, fRSJR 

3TOR T^r 1RRR7, R*7T T*tf 37^7 TjfRRR* Rlt 

3?|ejtR|R> «w4+d!M tfcj "TURFR TOftRRt Rt RlfarfSRRr 

fRRfctftR RF R^RR t I 

4. fcW 1 37$R,2002R7tRn.37T. 354(3T)^%HPP 
6 ^ n-W?) ('73) 3 flf>$*d cTTf^RFT ^ TORT (2) ^ 
jRrRRgfl R^ TJR7R ^RH^ fRvtf RftotfW RTR? fR7^ tTOT 
3?!«jtR|R> RR 50% tf 3TfaR> %RTT RlftcT Rtf R^ft I ^ 
3PfcRT*f fTOt *RR$ RR 3TIRR RRT RI RRT ^ 3?fVR7 R^R 
37*7RI ^^7 R* RJFJR ^ RR^IR ^ fTOt 37R»T m\ 
f*R TOltf tf t I 

5. 3TTR?RR> 37jJ*7tRRt' fRR*t’ fa^ft 1% TRR^lR Rte 
37*7RT hkoIr Rji4 &* 37*7RI...R^? hHR i><}tj «w*j4 R* 
37-cvffl fqWe fRTOt yifM«#><u| ^RT 37?^^ fr^TT 37«73T 
ait^qRft *TK#7 1^71 ^ fRTT 3T^R RTftR $, ^ 3fc! 
4^1 tT87T 37f3^7T3Tf ^ 37^RR 37RP ^ f^RTT ^TRTT I 

6. 1H STRT^TT ^ % 1 (vii) faftfe R75PI ^ 
§4>I?77f ^ 3?teftfw ^TRf ^ 3T?f?*7tT ^ ^ TORI ^ 
arfi^pm t£ srp^t rtr 37M fr T&ti f i 

7. "fortf 7FiR*7R 5-4^4^ 

<?>KM^5fN tR., 44<J< <R7 373f*7 ^ "^TR tffUllPi't) <714? ^PT 


■ST^TRTR -^7^ T^TT 3C7T5rf^T 3f7m^T 3Tf^Rm, 1961 ^ft 

<7RT 80 9 37 TOVRT (4) ^ TSit (iii) ^ 3RPf7T RT*T 
^ I 

8. ^ MHi % 37IRT ?)4 ^ Slf^R 

l(xi) 

Tit 37P73»T 37fat*i3H, 1961 VRT 80 ^’7F"3>t •3H ( 4 ki 4 (iii) 
^ afTiPfn RT*7 37RT ^ sfaftfW T 7I3» ^t^^I, 2002 
^ 3TTPfTT TO 31^4 3IRT TOT 37^R ^1T I 

9. m 373*lM 37^ #HT 3fk "fef TO*TR T$Z 

jzfczm -temfe ^ 1r., -^t 

%T7t vMfrn faofcrc ftm, ^ 

(i) 37T8M ^73 37TRR TR ^ -HRBR ^RT 

3T5*fe W7 t^RTT TO $, 3 TTRTT TJTO/ TJTO 

3I*I3T *t>faM*i a w JW<4i <jxi*h R 7 lf ^t I 

(ii) WTOT 3iit^tr j »4i 3tqft*ifa ^ 

3rgi7tofl3R7t 3R7 "3WR ^ TO 3 
7ft TT5R ^RTT RRJ ^ | 

10. TOR ^ $^ f ^qR ^TRR^Z T(S 
TO^ftRR 1R., ^7^ (37*7^ 37RRR3Rf TOFR) 

3MfW RTT WRR 3ffT 37^^ ^ RW7 

(3T«7f^3f?Tft7ftTOFR) R^t 8WWfw R^TTT Rt 37cUW|4)dt 3fk 
3inft4t <JH^J«K1 ?K11*C1< U I ^ IdM. 3ftRv|<*»<li 3^tT 3inR.nl <iH<hH 
fl^RtR Ri>»Hi(4n RRR^tTT^I ^TfTW ^l^lpRF R8R7R TT^IRR, 
3?i?ilPi«n -ftfa 3^T 47 «^*Ir (4'hhi,^iVi R3R,R^ f^drft-1 ] Rit 
R^RRtRR ^RR ^pR "775371'RR ^ TgfRR R^»t I 

11 . TR 37f%1^4HI 3fWTt®Tfl R?fl^RW-RW 3lt«hPW 
RI^ 2002 RlfRR RR Rcit «FT ST^RIRR W 37RfV ^ 

%RI URT f3(W$ ^77 jaftR ^ 3tmf?I RTR 

RTOlR^RT^ t I ^ TTTRfK RRj^ -ST^tRR R^t RTRR ^ 
77«6Rt f 7TRWR T&Z ^5f^RR ^RRR^fe '§^wAd 
TORt^R tR., TO%T 3l t ^jtfl | 4i - RR? TRftR, 2002 ^ ftlfFR TRf 
3T87RT FT 3TRRJRR R^t f^t Rt Ref ^ 3T^TTRR ^ 3R7R>R 
TRTT ^1 

12. TRRiTT ^ 373*7tRR ^ ^RT liNNe "TO ^ 
faTRT RRI R^ Rt R?fhR 37«7RT RfR«7 4 RRT RRRT 3T«7^I 
t^Ttt 3tR RW7 RJT 3«^7 I 44 R^ 4 371^RR> RTf 37RR5R TFRT, 
3?tlitfRR» RPfr ^ 3i^j*it < \*i %t 37^^I 7RI I 
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New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S. O. 3470.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industry Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur- 
302005 is developing and Industrial Park, at Balotra III Phase 
Extn., District Banner, Rajasthan; 

And whereas the Central Gdvemment has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/88/05-1P & ID dated 27-09-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 218/2006/F. No. 178/26/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (0 Name of the Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development & Investment 

Undertaking Corporation Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : Balotra III Phase Extn., 

District Banner, Rajasthan. 


(iii) Area of Industrial : 49.61 acres 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


NIC Code Description 


S. No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

2&3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing. 


(v) Percentage of allocable area : 100% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area : Nil 
earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial ; 83 Units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 157.88 lakhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space Nil 
for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on infrastructure 143.88 lakhs 

Development including 

investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of 01-04-2004 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and severage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom ntfwork, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditionTng and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial toms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) Of paragraph 6 of S. 0.354 (E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 


i 

i 




'♦MM !""| « « 




• • Hfto* i|< |i 




I* • M 
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5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in Force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para I (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in die Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate die Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of section 80IA 
of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under die Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 801A of the Income- tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussion of such invalidity, if 

(0 the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central Government 
contains wrong information/misinformation or 
some material information has not been provided 
in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the trahsferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the lntrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Asistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforsaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification 
as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 
2002 should be adhered to during the period for which 


benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment 
Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply with any of die 
conditions. 

12 . Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval ofthe Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

^1^ft,22 3?m 2006 

(aroro) 

3471.-TOfft» an*m arfftftro, 1961 (1961 
■^T 43) (R?T 3Tlft 4*1 *141 ft) HRS 80 *T 4T 

^ '3WTT (4) ^ (iii) 5RJ 3FJRT TTfapff 4Rft 

^L^STlTORft 1 1997ft^Fftta*TOT31 PTft, 
2002 fttTOrafttft^arafft^1^ft®w matt. 193 (3t) 
ftrm 30 Prif, 1999 ^ TOT, 1 atfct, 1997 3 
ftta7TOT31 Rift, 2006 ^ WW* amfft ^ ftp*ft®4T 45T. 

an. 354 (3t),^^fftR WTR^T^^afoaftbiftsiro 
( afailPw> 4IRi afaftyfr thm) ^ gm afaftftrcr 

. , ,r n. \ f- rtf - A. « ft ft 4 

^TF* TO! MIMA 3ik 3TO7JTOT t } 

afa '"tqPi* ftTtft ft*. T^n an$ 31 Rift ($<vuqi<0 
M&S, 24ft, iSS, TO (Rt), '$*$-400 052, 

IhspUi &Kniq ,7tftft 64(Rm),Rftan$3iftfttftfaeftirc 

ftarraz, ftt. rtt. fft3t, 

proigt, hmis, atrer u^r-500081 ft rrt afhdtfftRr Rift r* 
Pqq>l« RR ft ; 

ark Rftft trrr ft w arfmjrjRT ft atyre ft 
dfcnUsItt Pimh 7idt ft atftR IWl aftbi 
ft Ifttrar 24-11 -2004 ft RR ft I5/38/2004-311$ ft RS 3TT$ 
ft ft atRlftl Rift atjftfftt ft ; 

am swfcuj. arfftfftRR ft rkt 80 F Rf Rft ‘awn 
(4) ft TO (iii) SRT W?T Vlfftlft RP RRft R»ft R*R1 
rrr to (iii) ft RftRftft Riftft 

^tftfttsft ft. an$ftRift ( tqw i q ) vn$z Pdfi^S , 

srt ftroffttr tot agrifttr rr RRifro 1ftt£ 7 ft aRti 
sm>R ft! atftt^pm^Ttft ft 1 

[ arf*TCJRRT ft 220/2006/RR. ft 178/14/2006-31tRT.fR.-l ] 

ftRR»R*f, aroftro 
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aPJdd 

Piqn yp? fad dT "HKfl ^ d>. 3TH? 

# ^ ' 5 ^, skt aftefeir 

TlfecT fatj * 1 # #3 ai^d TO fadT # I 
1. (i) afoi l Pi* a n am d?T did : T#di an^ 

# dTd> (t^TRT^ ) 
!Ji§q2 Inline'S, 

(ii) SKffl fi W ^WId : 

d. 64( , *TFT), TTi^t 
3TT$ 3T1^ 

#3II3d, dt TT^T T?5 
^ fafrSM # 3Tl4, 
fa#, dWPJT, 
WldTd, 

3TRI 3^1-500081 

(iii) 3fai > P l 4> did? d?T ^I : 1,32,851.81 MvtK 

1,18,731 
(aiTdHdfa «fo) 

(iv) x«iiP=m <w4«hciN : 


(v) 3?lfci!Pi«t> andVi d> fem, : 90% 

TOifaa andsdfa stadu 
dfayid 

(vi) qiP J if^q c ti <jh4I*i d> fem, : 10% 
fddffcl *jfa d^T yfam 

(vii) aftfl l fiW ffi T #‘ dft : 30^fdS 

ywiRid ^Rsdt 

(viii) ywifqa ddd Pi<^5fi (ciPfi : 314 “bcl-s 

wi; #) 

(ix) affatfTO dddPT ^ fall : 275.49 dl#5 
Pitta Tf*TR dT Pi4;ri 

(Tlfa wj; #) 

(x) armfadldRddT faddd d* : 293.37 d#5 
fdfadfad^' 3ji«l)Pl« 

4941*1 ^ fan* Pittd w 
d* fd4yT dt ¥Hfa« £ 

(Tifa wj; #') 

(xi) afaitfW dTd^ ^ aid'd : 31-1-2006 
#4 dft dTdlfad fdfd 


tht an# # 4ftdi ^ yira aftwtfW dd 



TR ai^ TftTTfadT 



feWOM 

dm 

ar^wf 

iron 

' H *l 5 

m\ 








d? 

2 3?k 3 

- 

- 

- 

Pcffd^l 4>l4d>cr1iq 


4 

- 

- 

- 

faddft, afp; 3T# 

n 

7 

75 

- 

- 

TTdR 


8 

89 

892 

- 

ot yfafao, ^iv4iu fadrm d«n 4>w^ 
dfacT^rt 


8 

89 

893 

- 

difadR cT*7T dddd dRRT^fl e hi4q>cHH 


8 

89 

894 

- 

ed^fyic^frq d«n hUh 3(1 TTd 3Fd ddRp# 
dfacT^nt e hl4«hcilM 


8 

89 

895 

- 

ddTdtdTt dftSPd T^d fay^d^T #dT^ 


2. fdfat 3ft«iiPl4. dTd> #* 3I4 «<tHI faddd d* ^JHdH 

fd$yT dr?r dffafadi rpr ^ 50% # ddi d# #n i 
aftfitfddr did? # afogtfddr dddtd ^ fan* faffar ddR 
d>rm #, ^ did# # 3^«ilPicb ^ fadfa dd4 dft 
dffcfl faddd aiddTddl dt 79# ^Cl sUdWdl. ciOld 

^ 60% # ddl d# #dT I 

3 . Wee'll # ti-sq*( *^=1? Hs«t> «fed), 'Jtdi'ipi 

d4T 41^4 , ^fad -yfaR 'gfaMT, ifddifa fa^d 
awfPR Tj^r fadRT, didi jdjdH d«n aRT^f^rnr^i afpdtfn^r 


«t)|4«t>C1l4 <HIHI-M <Jh 4I*I ^ (cm, # ^ qiDlI^I^ # 

fd^^fanfa TTZT Tl^dd t I 

4. iRRT 1 3#dT, 2002 dJt dd.an. 354(3?) 

6 ^ (^3) 4f fafe dlPd'dd ^ 4>ldH (2) #' 

alcrtiPsid *f>l^ nqici fafat affatfa^ Miq> ^ IciH, Piqci 
aflgjlPr^ dd 50% # arfa^r fawr ^nfar d#f dfart i 
3Rfad?4 fafat dd anyR # aqfa^r 

3?«RT ^ yi|l5R ^ fall fafat 3RPT d«lT 

faR ^«nt # t I 


>M"-wp*Wf- 


<|i"-if«|n^im#H l^'| • ii 


- HH»"HI || 


| I •!''>■*>(*' i + i * III ■ 


*n -Mff 4JIMM4M^|H J 
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5. <Hicivif<b frk fk?r bb*N Bk 

3TBBT BTBlk kk 3TBBT ZB Wt TRftT fBRft BtfJB ^ 
3RFfa kk BTfBBRB ^ SRI kvtf BREST fk?T 

3TBBT 'iiPiqi+il , HkuI 4 i Pi^?i Bi Rm, 5f iiPhci %, BTt 

3Tfct cmr Bf?FBT3ff ^ srjbr strrt 3 %bt btw i 

6. T[B STk^Mi Bj 'fo 1 (vii) ^ fqPiR^ ^f 

^ aMftRF btb? 3 3TBfkR ^ zbbrt st ^b 

3?kPl*IM Bi ZTBpftT *6< cAB Mint F) 1? I 

7. ^Btf #5 it 3tt3z)btb£ ( ^<hk) Bik? Mh^, 

zb 3fai)P i B> btb? bt hbmh bit! r^bt fcra 

3TBfa 3 3TRTBR BfatZBA, 1961 Bit «TRI 80 B B? Bit 
ZBBRI (4) ^ BTF (iii) Bi 3 RfRt RUB iRR btt^ f I 

8. ksZBB 3tl£ilfftB) BT^t% 3TRB Fft'^f'SB 3Tk^q*n 

%%T 1 (xi) 

eft 3 ttbbr srfafwr, 1961 Bft BRisoB^BrtzBBRH (iii) 
-$ 3f?rf?T w^t btbt Brk ^ %n afralftra btb? b^bt, 2002 

^ 3RRfa BBT 3fj9)4H- BTBT BRBT 3T^T?T #TT I 

9. BF ST^fkT TkT sfk #»TT 3TT^ # 

BTB> ($4<WI4) Hi5<=le TeifH&£,T^Bt Pb’^ft Mplfsb < ll Bff 3k*ltTT 
Bi left* rbb Ft Ftnr, BfB 

(i) STT^T BB kra^ 3TTBR BT B^T W&K SRI 
3RJBRB BBR Rh^l TRTT 1?, ^ BRR TJBBTAJBRT 
3TBBT chfciH<H cRBHt<+> 7JBBT R Bt -g) | 

(ii) RFZBR aftcitfR^ BE& Bft SRffBTfR t faBRt 

argiikT kRft srt Twi ^ ^ 

Ft TTSH kRH TRTT $ I 

10 . Tffs T^T 3T1^ Zt W (fsCRTTS) TTI^ 

Rrlfil^ S, (3T«Tf^3ReRO|ofRt-3WT) ^fktfw ^ ^ 

3fk 3T^T4 TOH (3T«rt^ smM zwr) 

gWI'dk ^ikl Tit SRTRTRFRlf 3|R 3i*aRo) FRIRR^T ^ 

1^ 3fcR u l°belf a|R akfkt 3WJ ^ #S tknf^T ^RR 
Tjk ^ ttrt arklfkr -rffri TrkmRRT, sfktta ^fttz afR 
^RRpTkTTFT,zkR WT, tSwft-11 ^ Zm^TteRTI TTFRTcTI 
^PTZ tfg^ET ^ -qfkT ^t I 

1 l. -^T 3TRRJ^TTTf ?Rt^7TRT-7TRT 3lk)Pl+ 

Tlkr Ttfm, 2002 SHlfHd ZZ?Tcff ^T 3T^qTRR ZB 3mk ^ 
■^RFI kRTT ^TRT Rntich IrR Tf^tB ^ 3BRfs ROB 

Rlkl Rh^ ^ ^ I e t>’^ BTBTR SRjrjtS'I Bit BRB et 

BBRt t ^Bt T^IT 3TT^ Zt BRi (tSTRIS) BI^Z 

afktkBT BRi BFtB, 2002 ^ fafSB BTcff 3TBBT ^B 3 tRRJ^T 
Bft krtft Bt 7T?t ^ 3T3BTRB BBBTR 7FBI tl 

12. ^S BTBTR ^ aT^BkT ^ kZI Bt^BZ TRR 3 
fBRTT TRTT Bt BBtBB 3TBBT BfB^T BBT BFRTT 3TBBT 
fBRft ^B B«B B5T Z^BTZB B?k 3B^SBT BB BBBTRf TFBT, 
3ft?ltfBB> 4l4) Bi ST^BtSB Bit 3kB BBT ^*11 I 


New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3471. —Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed 
and notified a scheme for Industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. K. Raheja IT Park (Hyderabad) 
Private Limited, Construction House-A, 24th Road, Khar 
(W), Mumbai-400 052, is developing an Industrial Park at 
Mindspace Cyberabad, Survey No. 64 (Part), API1C 
Software Layout, Next to VSNL Building, Hitech City, 
Madhapur, Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh-500 081; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vitfe Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/38/04-IP & ID dated 24-11-2004 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and maintained hnd operated 
by M/s. K. Raheja IT Park (Hyaerabad) Private Limited, 
Mumbai, as an Industrial Park for the purposes of the said 
clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 220/2006/F. No. 178/14/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK G ARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. K. Raheja IT Park (Hyderabad) 
Private Limited, Mumbai. 


1. (i) Name of the 
Industrial 
Development 
& Investment 
(ii) Proposed location 


(iii) Area of Industrial 
Park 


K. Raheja IT Park 
(Hyderabad) Private 
Limited 

Mindspace Cyberabad, 
Survey No. 64(Part), 
APIIC Software Layout, 
Next to VSNL Bldg., 
Hitech City, Madhapur, 
Hyderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh-500 081 
1,32,851.81 Sq. Meters 
1,18,731 Sq. Meters 
(allocable area) 
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(iv)Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


NIC Code 



Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

3 

' — 

— 

— 

Manufacturing 

B 

4 

— 

— 

— 

Electricity Gas and Water 

C 

7 

75 

— 

— • 

Communication services 

D 

8 

89 

892 

— 

Data Processing, Software Development 
and Computer Consultancy Services 

E 

8 

89 

893 

— 

Business and management consultancy 
activities 

F 

8 

89 

894 

— 

Architectural and engineering and other 
technical consultancy activities 

G 

8 

89 

895 

— 

Technical testing and analysis services. 


(v) Percentage of allocable area : 90.% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area : 10% 

earmarked .or commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 30 units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 314crores 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space : 275.49 crores 

for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on infrastructure : 293.37 crores 

Development including 

investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of 31-1-2006 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and severage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 354 (E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 


per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. K. Raheja IT Park (Hyderabad) Private 
Limited, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during 
the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80IAofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 are 
to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi)ofthis notification, fresh approval willbe required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 801 A of the Income- tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. K. Raheja 
IT Park (Hyderabad) Private Limited, shall be solely 
responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central Government 
contains wrong information/misinformation or 
some material information has not been provided 
in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 
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10. In case M/s. K. Raheja IT Park (Hyderabad) 
Private Limited, transfers the operation and maintenance 
of the Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another 
undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor 
and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Asistance, 
Department of Industrial policy and Promotion, Udyog 
B ha wan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between die transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforsaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case K. Raheja IT 
Park (Hyderabad) Private Limited, fails to comply with any 
of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of die applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

7^ fonl, 21 3FR7, 2006 
(33RRFT) 

m&i. 3472.arfafim, 1961 (1961 
W43). (w atpf"333 wi) tj) tr? 80 y 

T>t -sh^ki (4) 7*735 (iii) 'SR? 75T ydPl d><^ 

rr, ^ trtir ft l srcta, 1997 ^ ^ 31 RTft, 

2002^7T^^^3^^f^TOTf^T.37T. 193(31) 
30 W$, 1999 $ TjftR cT«7T, 1 3rfo, 1997 3 7J^ 
fttTR 7*7 31 RRf, 2006 77t 7TRTRT 3T7fa fftR TO 
77.37. 354 ( 30, ^ TjftR RR7 TRTiR dlftM 3?R 
RsiTm (afaffircr fttftr aft* Rrftr fftRFT) 7?) 3?faR77T3ft 

5KI PI*=n 7>t ’Jl’ll PlMd 3^T 7ft ft ; 


aft* $dfd>P^ t i'biZ* tit? ^nz 

R-3, ^117? 7ft it, itezx V, W S^lfddW d»l*TddU, 

dftdd> l fll -700091, 7T*t 24 WHT, ft*? Wm ft R7* 3?|alfn^ 

Hl«t> 7>T 41 7?t ft; 

aft* ^ w&K ft w 3rfm^n ^ 33377 ft 
<jRrrjiPa7 Pi44 3?ft <lflf 7> 3?fttd qiP>hrq 7*7 R717T7 

^ fiaRF 3-6-2002 ^ 77 U 15(6)/2002-3nf it R5 3?lf 
^t 7> 3Rpfd add 3jtalPi«u Hi®t> 7ft 3i^*jlp![d Pti<Hi ft ; 

3?7 577 3tfqpm 7ft TRt 80 3? 7? 7ft tttrf 
( 4)7? 375 (iii) SR? y<m 7lf777? 77 ydVl TRft RR, <6-si 
*R7?R Rd<ff Rl 577 335 (iii) ^ R7tv»MTft 3|j«jtPl* 717? $ 
^7 ft ft*?ft ftqftfty 7T3? %faft5, dfttf«blffl, SR? 

Pid>Pid c?*?T 31^<ftSld Rd VldlPld f7>R 7ft *ft add Tit 

3?ftRjfft7 7R7? ft I * 

[3?fftq77f ft. 213/2006/77. ft 178/81 /2005-3H7ftft,-I] 

itTTr M, 3RR -Rt^l 

3T55RT 

fzm RT 71?? fsn m RRT TRTiR 7 
5 d)t^®r> Ml4 PriPi^s T^tclTTcTT, si« 3i\6ilPidb hw ufod fdtR 
Tli ^ aqjdtTT RTH PtJ^Hi I 

1. (i) 3fhatfw TTjFR TJT TTR : sdP^fidl 

« \ \ t ^ ^ \ 

$mK4if W IWW25, 

(ii) M«nPin 7®?B : 7!*f 24 WRIT, ^FS 

TTRT 

(iii) 3f|g|)P l d) 71^ : 34500 TptTffer 

(iv) y<-aifdd TlliTiTTN : 


RR 7ft Tff^TTT ^ RRI 3^Ot0w TJTftaFvRTR m 7TOR 




75 3??f 7?t Wfeni 



WR 

3T^RFT 

RRFT 

w 



71 






Tt 

8 

89 

892 

- 

i5?H? ytdfWM ^q<riM4e 

R3£ d»W|4i 

TS 

7 

75 

752. 

- . 

^RdM»t4 d»w(Pi«AVH ftRIR 


(v) 3?|?j)Pld> TfRiftT ^ I^IR : 92% 

RRirfepT sNtj? 

yPivid 

(vi) anr«lPTd. dddto : 8% 

Prvfftd *jfft TiT xPiria 


( vii) ffizf Tft : 32^P?2 

ywifew 

(viii) TOUf^RT^e? Pi^^.l (Tlftt ‘ : 80.00 

7^ ft) 
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(lx) sNiftpl RPPlP RF fRTT( : 45.30 PiRte 
RPH PR fTTTT 
(RlftlRPT*^') 

(x) 3TORfR1c*W IPPPRT PR : 75.50 PlRte 

3PPb7 p: fcTTT 'pTf^T RPH 
PR fpPRT PtRlTfaRTF 
(TffTT W? P) 

(xi) sMfppr ptr* ^ : 3 1 - 12-2003 

pit fpfq 

2. fPIRlt sMftpr W 3 37PRTRPPT tPRITRT PR ^JPcR 
M?T PTRT PfRPfPTT RTFTP ^ 50% Rf PIP PFf FT9T I ^ 

Rfratfqpr ptp? ^fr 3rr?iffTT^ PRrppT ^ fqftq r*tri ^ 
PIRFT t, PI PFTRt P ^rmrf-RTT R«pp ^ fppWl PIT^ Pit cTFTRT 
RlfFP fpprTP 3TPRrrPPT PR ^HrlP P7RT PiRqiPR! RTFIP 

^ 60% if pip pfT ftp i i 

3. 3TPRHPRT fpPTP 3 RfFPI (PFPpt RTfPI R#?f) ( 
ptrifP ct«h tfNbr, ^jqp pirn Rjfpqr, tfRiPifa Prpp^, 
fq^cT 3rPTRP TRP fROT, cjidl^dH cpRT 3T^T RjfpPTpPfl 
pfltflftpi. PTPfpTRnP RTTPFP PPPtP ^ t ^ PiftTfrpp* 

Rl iqpfpiTtq TTR TTg^rl t I 

4. fPRTPI ] 3T^T, 2002 Rtf PIT.3TT. 354(3?) ^ ^RETTPI 
6 ^ 3R ^lyi'F (RP) P fqf^p FtIrtPIT ^ PRRIP (2) 3 
ofcRiftsJcl RFTf T^cT fpIRTt zM\>\<b PTpt ^ fRip fPPcT 

PTtffqpr an? pr 50 % rt arfapi %rrtt nfm ptf Pittf 1 

fpIRTt ^Fnf PIT 37TRTP Ppl R7T Ppl 3 3TfpPT RFR 
3727PT Pv-^lP PTR pTFJR ^ ypY^i P> fRTtr f^vRTt STRIP cT^TT 
f*FT PFPtf tf t I 

5. 3tTP7PP> 3 ^mM‘ tP^tf M?T RPR*fa pte 

3W PTRcffa tpl 37S7PT ‘SRT RTPP qtjp %Rft PTT’JP c£ 
SRRpfp faPfRfcd f%Rft ^ ■gRT fsKRTt T^TST fTOT 

3R8R^7 3TtR^TRfl 'HI<rTlq fT^RT R> tRHR ST^Pl^T ^llfncl ^", 

TR^ff -lllcl TT^T yfsh^T'STf 3T^RIIR STRFT fRRI ^IURRH | 

6. ?RT 3Tfmp£RT^^R| (i)(vii) RT^TT 

5d>i$q! ^Et'lPldT Tl^b 3T^fRS^rf RRf ^ TqRTRT "Ft 1RT 
3Tf^fTPP 3TRl4d RTR RTF'7 UTRf Ff RTRT^ f* I 

7. ^RTR? sHf'-bRcll W fRirO^/^dchM I^ 

37^7 ^ ^RH 34'wi^Mch qTTT ^T RP7TRR ^ T#m fTO 
3T^fp Rf -3TFJTR 3qfqtWT, 1961 «TRT 80 ^ ^ 
3RVTR1 (4) RFTsTS (iii) ^ 3TRpfcT Rim fRRT ^ f I 

8. RfR TlVilPlch -qT^T % OTRR aqpRJ^RT 

% PRT I ( xi ) 'P fRft^ fRTf^T R^ "RPT ^ ^ f^RR^ RtRT ^ 
TT1 STRUTT S#-jfWT, 1961 WT 80 3T«fRT 4 (iii ) 

^ 3TRifcT Rn^ W 'RTRR ^ fRTp sMfW W ^3HT, 2002 

^ ^'Ti , fd TRI SpprTTR yi'-rl "97TPT STTf^Tcf f?Vll I 


9. ^ STyrr^T RtPT ajp $4^^ $ & &*> 
■qipf fcdfH^, ^tRliFIdl, %ft f^TRTl ufaf^-H &hm RF 
%TTR^p?t f^^ii frn, ^ 

(i) 3TTTR3 TR t^TRT^ STT^fR PR ^ RRRFRR ?RT 
SRJPtPR TKH fp>PT *(ql ■§, Mdd RJPPT/RJ^Rl 
3TPPI PTpm RTKqPRPT RJPFTT T Pf Ft 1 

(ii) PF3PP 4^ro<+) PI#J SIPtRsifd^f f^RTaR 
fRlp SEpfcPT 1%R(t 37^1 PWT ^ PTP P PF^ 
Ft iKH fPTPT PPT ■§■ 1 

10. Pip §qf9)lq<il P[RF> fcdfa^, chlci^ini, 

( 37«^ 37PRRTRFdf TfW) sMfW pq PPTRR afk 
3f^RaFI tpptt ^Rp 39^9 ( 3f*tf^ STcrfpTt 3M*0) Pit F'-WTFlRd 

Pt sfcTRPTRlf stp 3Tcrftcft PP^TTT FRcTTcTPP ^ %P, 
SldRUjchdf 3TtR 3RTM TPTR7 ^ ptp Pd^lRd P7RTR ^t Pfd 
RTfP aftal'P'PK RTFTPcTf RTfpPTRTP, 3lly)Pl4i PttF 3^R RTP^fp 
fpPm.TRM PPR.^f^RRTt-ll ^ ^^mRftRTFT RTFTPFT 
PTt RIPPcI RP ^ RjfpR PTRO | 

11. FRT PpTTJPRT -$ Hr^dPsId Rid! ^ RTTP-R7TP 3?l^Pl«6 
pr£ RSfftP, 2002 ^ RTTlPRI TTcff PIT ST^PIRR 3R7 3TPfp ^ 
ptRR 1P>P1 ^PTRI PT1%P fpROt' FRT RP^P PT J 37RpfF RTTP PFR 
fpRiPT^ t I RTTPiTR pq^PP STJPKT Pit PTPR7 ^ RTPIpt 
t PlP^RTRt ^PhTdil WfeTfM^, P>VfPRTT, sIl^PlP 
PTP^ RPTtP, 2002 3 fafFP Rlcff 37«7PT FRT 37fpRJPPT fpIRft 
Pt RFct P> 37^TTR?R ^ 3TRTPIRT RFPT ti 

12. ^ rtrptr ^ 3r^4ipp ^ fppr yt^pe wr 
tpjpT ppt pi^ qt Rmtpq pppt pf^p P‘ ppt rptpt stppt 

fpRTl dW P«P PIT 3PPTRP PIR^ ^ PTT^pPI PIT STROFRI RFPT, 
sMpTPI PT^ ^ 37^HKR pit 37^p PPT ^PT I 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3472.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the I st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Infinity Infotech Parks Limited, 
Plot A3, Block GP, Sector V, Salt Lake Electronics Complex, 
Kolkata-700 091, is developing an Industrial Park at North 
24 Parganas, West Bengal; 
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And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15(6)/2002-lP & ID dated 3-6-2002 subject 
to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s, Infinity Infotech Parks Limited, Kolkata, 
as an industrial park for the purposes of the said clause 

(iii). 

[Notification No. 213/2006/F. No. 178/81/2005-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Infinity Infotech Parks Limited, 
Kolkata: 

l.*(i) Name of the : Infinity Infotech Parks 

Industrial Limited. 

Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location : North 24 Parganas, West 

Bengal 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 34500 square meters 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


V Nature of Industrial activ ity with NIC code 


NIC Code 


Description 


S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class ■ 


A 

8 

89 

892 

— 

Data processing, 
software development & 
computer consultancy services. - 

B 

7 

75 

752 

— 

Telephone,. 

communication services. 


(v) Percentage of allocable area 92% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area : 8% 

earmarked for commerc ial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 32 Units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 80.0crore 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space : 45.30 crore 

for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on infrastructure ; 75.50 crore 

Development including 

investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of : 31-12-2003 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure* 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 


including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and severage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning mid 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. 0.354 
(E) dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in Force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under die Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 
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7. M/s. Infinity Infotech Paries Limited, Kolkata, shall 
continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period in 
which the benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of 
Section 80-LA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 80-1 A of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Infinity 
Infotech Parks Limited, Kolkata, shall be solely responsible 
for any repercussions of such invalidity, if— 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central Government 
contains wrong information/misinformation or 
some material information has not been provided 
in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

ICT. In case M/s. Infinity Infotech Parks Limited, 
Kolkata, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another 
undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor 
and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Intrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Asistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforsaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Infinity 
Infotech Parks Limited, Kolkata, fails to comply with any of 
the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in firture, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

*lf fsrcil, 22 3FRR,2006 

^r.arr. 3473-mfa; sttcrr stfafipw, 1961 (1961 
<ft43) (rststf) wsMiimw i) r^rrt 8G-^r> 
Rft TqRRT (4) ^ ^ (iii) m ■ JWfRRR#T RR^ 


HL r^*r*fr3 1 zdm, 1997 ^^itex tr«n 31 w$, 

2002 ^ *WI*dStiRI# ^WITRJT.3TT. 193(31) 
form 30 RT#, 1999 ^ RRT, 1 1997 

#*R W 31 rHt, 2006 RRTRT ^ f^TTT TOT 
RT3R. 354 (3T), 1 2002 RRR 7TOFR 

RtfaRR frnTFT) 

srftRpwif sm sMfrR? W -cfr^RT sfa 
aiftRjfRcT Rfi t ;• 

sfa TRrri <M4 *ih rs - 

'«M4RvH %. fz&m RRta WT, 

Rnf, wp-302005 3 i, 1ms isfe^m vfm (Irrtr) , 
akrtfhRr W ta rr t%\ %; 
affr *rsifR> w&k 3 atftRjRRi sfjrr fr' 
yfetHflskl wfi 3T#r ctifrM RRT ’3RPT ^ fclRF 

19-9-2005 15/86/05-3T^Tfr-RS3nf-S) ^3RPfrT 

<J=K1 RTRv Rit fcb<HI ^ ; 

3JR Rfr RRT 80-^ R> R>t RRRRI 
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r> > __ /-> r- _ r> .. ♦ r-_ 
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3TRT “RfisiR 
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New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3473.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 stday of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1 st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhavan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur-302005, is developing an Industrial Park at Mewar 
Industrial Area(Exm.), Udaipur, Rajasthan-313003; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/86/04-IP & ID dated 19-9-2005 subject 
to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 
this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial 
park for the purpose of the said clause (iii). 

[Notification No. 219/2006/ F.No. 178/6/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and condition on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (j) Nameofthe : Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development & Investment 

Undertaking Corporation Limited, 

(ii) Proposed location : Mewar 

Industrial Area(Extn.) 
Udaipur, Rajasthan-313003 


(iii) Total area of 58.00 acres 

Industrial park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 




NIC Code 



Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 


A 

2&3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing. 


(v) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use 

88.61% 

(vi) Percentage ofallocable area : 
earmarked for commercial use 

5.74% 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

85 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

515.00 lakhs 

(ix) Investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

Nil 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

515.00 lakhs 

(xi) Proposed date of : 

Commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

January, 2006 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 
354 (E) dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 


i*' ■ -»fl ■ * 




I** * 




"• N *1 «IJ* » ■ III* 


► * > « W •< ■ 


[HPT U—W^S 3(ii)] 


7561 


: fan*** 2, 2G06/HI5 II, 1928 


fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for tKe 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited, shall continue to operate 
the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits 
under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4 (iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income Tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions 
of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval 
is accorded by the Central Government contains 
wrong information/misinformation or some 
material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, transfers 


the operation and maintenance of the Industrial Park 
(i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., 
the transffee undertaking), the transferor and transferee 
shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit 
of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department of 
Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New 
Delhi-II along with a copy of the agreement executed 
between the trensferor and transferee undertaking for the 
aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government 
may withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 
fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

(anfSra "Wid ftrum) 

H^ ftc#, 28 3PTTH, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3474.—CSf^R* ^ HHHH) 
TSFfa, 1970/1980 ^ 3 $ (1) 7TW '•Tfecf 

feS Tft HPpft HJT TTQ 3IWT) STfaftPPT, 

1970/1980HftqRT9HftHH-*Trcr (3) (H) 

htt ^ nrnfa mm, W6KI, ^ ^ ^ 

Tfnrrt ^ ( 2 ) ■*¥ fafaPte m tori' ^ hhh ^ 

^T<HH (3) (D 

ft' tpjlqf a Twre ^ 

sffc 3PMT 3TI^7T u <i> 'tlfnci ij 



wwfr 


tH? HIT HPT 

y-wiifad oqfm HH HPT 

fH?THTH HPT 

1 

2 

3 

^ rv ’■l 

# WlfdH HHTHTH, 



fafHHq fwr, 

i 

HitcTcblcn' 1 

sftHcft TJHT HHf 


[m W. 9/18/2000-^-1] 

^\. Hi. iTTF, HH 


2538 Gl/06-8 
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(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(BANKING DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2006 

S.O. 3474.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (c) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 


1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980 the Central Government, 
hereby nominates the persons specified in column (2) of the 
table below as Directbrsof the Nationalised Banks specified 
in column (1) thereof in place of the persons specified in 
column (3) of the said Table, with immediate effect and until 
further orders:— 


TABLE 

Name of the Bank 

Name of person 

Name of the existing 


proposed 

Director 

1 

2 

3 

Syndicate Bank 

Shri Salim Gangadharan, 

Chief General Manager, 

RBI, Foreign Exchange Dept., 
Mumbai. 

Shri K.R. Das. 

United Bank of India 

Shri VijayChugh, 

General Manager, 

Reserve Bank of lnd ia, 

Kolkata. 

Smt. SumaVarma. 



[F. No. 9/18/2000-B.O.-I] 



G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


rew 3ftr uftem ^iiui i&rm 

^f^rcft,24 3RR3,2006 

W.3?T. 3475.—HTTcffa 3lfvfw?, 

1956 (1956 =FT 102) VRT 20 ^ ^T-VRI (1) cT«TT (3) 

3TFjf^?rR 'JRI **¥ ^ Pi Citium "SlfT^R 

Rpfa ^ 21 “11-2006 Hcl^R faPhoHI fw 

15-12-2001 

^ 37T. 3TT. 3181 ^ TO RRcT ECFR, MW 3^ RfctR 
q,(^iiu| “ft yehiRio Pi*-ifdPaci 3?R 

"3^T 3#RJ^7T 3 TTWTC 5RT ^TTfor” ^ 
TlfdWIpFI °F>t HTRd: 

1. #^RT% RFfa 

t^-103, ^ y>^i Aucihl, 

10065 

[■R.^t-11013/5/2001 -RRf (^fil-1)] 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 

New Delhi, the 24th, August, 2006 

S.O. 3475.—In pursuance of sub-section (1) and 
(3) of section 20 of the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 
(102 of 1956), the Central Government hereby appoints 
Professor Sneh Bhargava in place of Dr. S.B. Siwach, elected 
by the Medical Council of India from amongst its members 
to be a member of the Post-Graduate Medical Education 
Committee up to 21 -11 -2006 and makes the following further 
amendment in the notification of the Government of India, 
Ministry of Health and Family Welfare published vide 
S O. 3181 dated 15-12-2001, namely:— 

In the said notification, after the entry against serial 
number 6 under the heading “Nominated by the Central 
Government” the following entries shall be substituted, 
namely:— 

ELECTED BY THE MEDICAL COUNCIL OF INDIA 

1. Professor Sneh Bhargava 
A-103, New Friends Colony, 

New Delhi-110065 


[No. V-l 1013/5/2001-ME (Policy-I)] 
K. V. S. RAO, Under Secy. 


^t. TR7. m, 3RR EfrR? 
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(mm ^tuft ) 

•rf R\<rcil, 21 SFTOT, 2006 

W.3TT, 3476.—'HKfllq SIPjfcIsTH Sffclfrmi, 
1956 (1956 31T 102) ^ii!3^ ^7-mi (1) ^ 

W ^ 3 h?k!^ wjm ^ ^ tf. 

HP^'I *l8l?<SKiq ^7 3 tRrJ^TI ^ ^TRt ^ 

n/0<a ^ 91*J ^ 37^f?7 ^IcU^ WKcflq du^fq^tH 

T& ^ W>¥ ^didld fmiT W tl 

3TCT: 3R'3^r3TftrfwT^t mi 3 3*t3q-mf(l)(*0 
^ "3W7 37^WT fr, m*R U,d^KI TOTT m<b\l ^ 

amiefid 7m*zi H5Ucrl-M f^TRT 9 ^HdO, I960 
3tf*RjmT -tfm ^T.37T. 138, ^f PiHPdfejd 3?fc m<ft 

i, 37^ :- 

^oRT 3lfa*|TRT 3 ‘ WX 3 ^ ^7-qKI (1 ) ^ 

(«F) ^ 31#1 mldld’ # 3RpfcT 5RT7 ^%7T 5 3^ 

"377^ WRTcT TTfarf^arf ^ T R faHfcrlftsftf sFR ^7T 3^T 
3Tfqf^f yfawifad ^ ^Ttnft; 37«lf^ :- 

**5. ~gT. m^Oi q g rfoqq ^mra, mski^ 

153, H*4HoH +ldlHl, mRt, 

3^rnraK-43i002. 

[U^t.-11013/1/2005-W (^frl-I)] 

^t. m tr, am ^ifim 

(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 
S.O. 3476. —Whereas the Central Government, in 
pursuance of clause (a) of sub-section (l)(a) of Section 3 
of the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and 
in consultation with the Government of Maharashtra have 
nominated Dr. Pandurang Mahadevrao Jhadav to be a 
member of the Medical Council of India for a period 
of five years with effect from the date of issue of this 
notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of sub¬ 
section (l)(a) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby makes the following further amendment 
in the notification of the Government of India in the then 
Ministry of Health number S.O. 138, dated the 9th January, 
1960, namely:— 

In the said notification, under the heading, ‘Nominated 
under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 3’, for serial 
number 5 and the entries thereto, the following serial number 
and entries shall be substituted, namely :— 

“5. Dr. Pandurang Mahadevrao Jhadav, Government 
153, Nandanvan Colony, of 

Chawani, Aurangabad-431002. Maharashtra” 

[No. V-l 1013/1/2005-ME (Pojjcy-l)] 
K.V. S.RAO,UnderSecy. 

^fWft,21 3^,2006 

W.37T. 3477.-TOfa 3TFjf^TH 3TfafWT, 

1956 (1956 m102) mi 3 7N -mi (1) (73) 3W* 

^ ip"7rf. ^ Wft, faRbwi 


3ff9i < 3^1 stIVtj^’TT ciiO o ^ 

■qra ^ ^ 3RfV 7# ^TTTcfRT 3ngf^TH 9fcl\ ^ T3^r 
TT^I ^ ^ tRPfta frfmi ttot ti 

3RT: m arfafmr 3 ^t-stkt (1 )(^) 

^ ^ 3T^TRI ^ W4»R Hd^SKI TO 7TRTR ^ 

drebKrfh W4 TORR 9 : 5pmf, 1960 

STfV^TT Jtwn ^I3n. 138, "4 
t, 3T«7f^ ; - 

3TfrT7JRT 1 m\ 3 ^ ^7-qRT (1) ^ 33^ 

(4T) ^ 3mfa mlnld’ ^ 3rmhr toit 24 3ik 

3^^ ^VRjcT nIqRdqT T R RiHRifisid sFR 

yfrifeTn UfdWlfMd ^ ^rtnfT; t- 
“24. ITf. ^?T MdHl, Tnt.m. 

59, 

3-Viq'i 37lf9vR 

3^-390007. 

[U ^.-11013/2/2004-^ ('TtftT-I)] 
m m, 3m 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2006 

S.O. 3477.—Whereas in pursuance of the provision 
of sub-section (l)(b) of Section 3 of the Indian Medical 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) Dr. Suresh Ranchodbhai Patani, 
Member of the faculty of Medicine, M.S. University of 
Baroda, Vadodra has been elected by the senate of the 
M.S. University of Baroda to be a member of the Medical 
Council of India for five years with effect from the date of 
issue of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the'tentral 
Government hereby makes the following further amendment 
in the notification of the Government of India in the then 
Ministry of Health number S.O. 13 8, dated the 9th January, 
1960, namely:— 

In the said notification, under the heading, ‘Elected 
under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 3’, for serial 
number 24 and the entries relating thereto, the following 
entries shall be substituted, namely :— 

“24. Dr. Suresh Ranchodbhai Patani, M.S. 

Chitrkoot, 59 University 

Nr. Nandanvan Gas Office, of Baroda” - 

Alkapuri, Vadodara-390007. 

[No. V-l 1013/2/2004-ME (Policy-!)] 
_ K. V. S. RAO, Under Secy. 

tm fe nui afor 3 tt tfare re 

22 3TO, 2006 

W.3TT, 3478.-*14fifi TT^fa '94^-0*! Slfldfa ^<+>04 
^ ^ 3Wi ^ ^ Pi^kh ^ %tr ^nfri - 

-tot mi t; 

3R:Tl^frimfmn "SHRmpn SlfaRm?, 1997 

(1997 3 )T 22) mi 13 -qf&i mi 6 m-mi 

(2) ^ 37#T 3im ?ir*wraf m 3RPI fR, ^ 7TOT 
3iqtHfri 7if4?Pii) 
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frTOii, 1998 i; 3##3 3#i- 

377^ # 3 ivm fatfc? ##3 # WTT#337 3lfa# 37T 
37*357 t# 331^ # SFjql## 3 33# 37# # 37te#fa 

3F7K, F73F3 FT## «?( 3T##3 #337*7 # h^SEI 

Sflfafu! 37# t ! 

[33. FT. #20018/4/2005-# # R] 
37IF. #. %T, FTg33 Tlfe 

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND FORESTS 
New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 
S.O. 3478.—Whereas it has become necessary to 
authorize one of the Members of the National Environment 
Appellate Authority to discharge the functions of the 
chairperson; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (2) of Section 6 read with Section 13 of the 
National Environment Appellate Authority Act, 1997 (22 
of 1997), the Central Government hereby authorizes 
Shri Kaushlendra Prasad, Member, National Environment 
Appellate Authority to exercise the financial and 
administrative powers of the Chairperson, National 
Environment Appellate Authority, as provided under the 
National Environment Appellate Authority (Financial and 
Administrative Powers) Rules, 1998 in the absence of the 
Chairperson and Vice-chairperson. 

[F. No. Z-20018/4/2005-CPA] 
R. K. VAISH, Jt. Secy. 


TFTcT MtB tem 

( i&zm ftra^r farm) 

// 3f fa#, 17 373F3, 2006 

33.37T. 3479.—F7T3#337 3fFF7F ('qft^R # 3T3lfa 

3*1 F^T ^ ##37 # #3331 ^ 731# 37FT3T) 37fal333, 
1971 (1971 371 40) # 3TFT 3 3TCT 33*1 #33# 33 33t3 
37# #5; TTTTTF 44^33 ##333 # y#iR|4 

# 3T#37 3>MK HSdl, fq*q-3T# # TR<t>l< 3i FT## 
#33# # 773375.1 im' #*737# fafFT TTtft t 

7731 f#7T #lt t fa wf33 #33# MftM3 #TT3T jpq 
#0^3 fa# 337 37lcT31T3T 3T?F # #33 fa?3-3T# #*7 
1951 ( 1951 371 29) SKI T*IlfqcT 1wfai0M3 
#73-37# # wmrffa # a?#3 3«n #73-31 # 
#fftf # f*## #3T# # 3fa ftt### #tm ### if 

33^33 ##Hq3 # 3T3 7 # H’aCU #33# 37t y#M 37# 331 

#337# # ^TJ# 37T #3# 37# f 

[FT. tnT7. 2-6/2006-tF37 (Tj) ] 
#. Tier. 333# , 3RR #33 

MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 


(Department of Higher Education) 


>y New Delhi, the 17th August, 2006 
’S.O. 3479.—in exercise of the powers confered by 
Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 


Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government 


hereby appoints Shri Ashok Kumar Mahato, Visva Bharati, 


being an officer equivalent to the rank of a Gazetted Officer 
of Government, to be Estate Officer, for the purpose of the 
said Act, and directs that the said officer shall exercise the 
powers conferred and perform the duties imposed, on 
Estate Officer by or under the said Act in respect of the 
public premises within the local limits of Visva Bharati 
campus belonging to and under the administrative control 
of Visva Bharati, a Central University established by the 
Visva Bharati Act, 1951 (29 of 1951) located in the district 
of Birbhum and Kolkata City in the State of West Bengal. 

// [No. F. 2-6/2006-Desk (U)] 
7 K. L. NANDWANI, Under Secy. 

f7# 33TH3 

(arjtfuR rm ftapr famr) 

3^ fa#, 22 37m 2006 

37T.3TT. 3480.-3#3 331^13, ^># 31^33 

73 33 fW farm, FT3373T (F# # 31(4737# 7J#i# # 
33#) #3373#, 1976 # 1333 10 # 33-faT3 (4) # 
ar^Tmi # 3R3# #3 st^ffir ## 5 # fanfafoid 3 T#rf# 

# fa# 371 <*>i4*n33T ^713 FT# 3# <*#31R# # «<9UI 80 
#3713 ^ #337 # -3# # 37TTF3?m 3#' T ^gR T 37###T 
37# f 

1. ^37347373 ^#3 37cTT3F f#7^I (fa7T3vI 
-#7T) 1 

Z ##3 371^ 37^FT3T3 i3Tf#TF (3«3 #?T) I 

[FI 13-2/2002-fafl] 
m. 3737 F7f33 

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
(Department of Agricultural Research and Education) 
New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3480.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Offic ial Language (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government Ministry of 
Agriculture, Department of Agricultural Research and 
Education hereby notifies the following offices of the 
Indian Council of Agricultural Reseach where die percentage 
of Hindi Knowing staff has gone above 80 %:— 

1 . Regional Centre for Wheat Research, Flowerdel, 
Shimla(H.P.). 

2. Central Potato Research Centre, Gwalior (M.P). 

[No. 13-2/2002-Hindi] 

R. CHAUDHURI, Under Secy. 

"33#33T 3T3# F3TO FT##337 faum M41H3 
(dirijriwi -rt# fanw) 

( 3H37 ^ft) 

3^ fa#, 18 373F3, 2006 

37T.3TT. 3481.—3I#3 3T337 1333, 1987 ^ 

1W7 7 #3f3-f333 ( 1) # T3Z (13) iS 37^'4W( 3 3T#3 
37337 #3#33 37F?TT ^ fa 3# 3FJ^# 4f 1# 

# 31337 (#) i FT#33 fa3T 93[/fa4 # t : 



[9PT II—qprg 3(ii)] 


7565 


: 2, 2006/9* 11, 1928 


airo* 


8TR 


^ffihSR9>f 

tNtNpt 

tou 



8R WWlW 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3H$T£t 8062: 2006- 

twl^R^wn, 

31-08-2006 


■^Ni, aik 

2006 



«F*flre*h ^JtWT-tlRT 

(war friflu r n ) 

T^ Sfh4f m<dte *1H4i ***! 9H4» *T8R, 9 

9813* 118002, ^ 

f&tfl, «b)d<Md1, ^£*98, #4$, TfB|$ WB WK 4»rafB9f 
■a»«1SW»S, «yH^k, ^foggl, 4^* 4 %* , fflWift , l<u^s, 

9^r, ^ finft 

t i 

[R. 24/&-139] 

9*r. ^r, ^Pwi, ‘^qr' ^ iigw 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFfAtftS, FOOD AND 
PU*UC wsrRaunoN 

(Department of Commer Affair*) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, die 18th August, 2006 

S.O. 3481.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rale 
(1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, die Bureau of Vidian Standards hereby notifies 
that amerahnents to the Indian Standards, particulars of 
which are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have 
been issued : 

SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and year of the No. and year Date horn 

No. Indian Standards of the amend- winch the 

' ment amendment 

shall have 
effect 

(1) (?) (3) (4) ~ 

1. IS 8062:2066- Cathodic Amendment 31-08-2006 

Protection of Burned No. 1, August 
PTpetax^Strw^urefcr 2806 
Transportation of 
Natural Gas, Git and 
Liquids-Code of 
Practice 
(First Revision) 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 


Shah ZafeMarg,NewDelte»n0002and Wrprmil Offices: 
New Dettki, Ko&ata, Chandigarh, Chesmas, Mmnbai and 
also Branch Offices; Ahm e dafaad , flia p toe, Bhopal, 


Kanpur, Nagpur, 


[Nol MTD24/T-139] 
SJC. GUPTA, Sc. 1 F & Head (MTD) 


9$ ft?#, 24 3P«3,2ffl06 

Bst mL 34*2.— ***fa~m* 1987 # 

fvm i # <wFwh (ly^rms («) # wfnm tif 
HH4» 43RR ffii 9RdN RH4> 


an? 4«*Pw mufawv* Wlftdftfa 

wm (#f) # wsm^ 9i*w* sm sift- 

all* ##4» *Pwt HW&4 

4H4» 3W*tT 

9* 451$ 

afc*9ti 

(0 (2) (3) (4) 

1. 13465 (9PT - 31^#$, 

3/BTS6): 20Q6, 2606 

^ fan, 

IRpRT tftpf aSPfifiSf 
3db§F8ti^4fotF*»»! 

3 affFPi 3 rw walaft 

. . r*.. . . ....... . 

9*z* anhPRi arag4f 

Ufl-'H tftR ’ \ 

W 9H9» # yfiH8 Wdfa HM4> **$*!, *HW 
vm 49R*i»f ,4$ftg#- U00Q2, 

4$ ft?#, 4>7 H4* 1, , y<ff *1*8 fffffl 4KTdfMtii : 

4twH re,#yfo, ifrm, ^#w*, T&m& 

993 *, 9193 *, t^ti, 

V._* 

53 49?f»r e l 

l*L |&**2/&-l60] 

if. #. -gwaff, 95 W (fi^a M.’fl+l) 

New Delhi, the 24th August, 2006 
S.O. 3482.—in pursuance of clause <b) of sub-rule 
(1 )ofRuies(l )of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rides, 1987, the Bureau of Indian S<—die da hereby notifies 
that the liriianStandards, particularsofwhidtare given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed has been mued: 




7566 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2,2006/BHADRA 11,1928 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and year of the No. and year Date of 

No. Indian Standards of the Indian Established 

Standards, if 
any, Superse¬ 
ded by the New 
Indian Standard 

0) (2) (3) (4) 

1. IS 13465 (Part 3/Sec 6): — 31 July, 

2006, Resin based 2006 

reactive compounds 
used for electrical 
insulation Part 3 : 

Specification for 
individual materials 
Section 6 Unsaturated 
polyester based 
impregnating resins 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. ET02/T-I60] 

P. K MUKHERJEE, Sc. ‘F’ & Head (Electrotechnical) 
fccnl, 25 3tTR<T, 2006 

W. 3TT. 3483.—RTRRt ^ iRRR 1987 ^ 
fRRR 7 ^ (1) ^ Tsfe (^) ^ 

RlT^h «mcii ^ f^'i RH<t>l 

1 qq<,u[ 7 TT7 ^ ^ FfliRcT f 

_ a# _ 

sFR TSTlfRR RP,“d)R HH«h R*1 RKOk RIRRT 

tHO 4 )! (R^) Roq| UTCT 3TRFsf»lMc1 

afa TtHrt RKdlR RPR? 

3TRRT RIRRjf, 

RfRR^^,RTt 

0> (2) (3) (4) 


1. 15639:2004/ 

3T^RR3it 10043: 1994 
ff%R HR RRfacT 

fRfRRR-TTRF 

rr 

RT^ 2006 

2 3T7f RR 15650 

rrsM—- fen 

<4^1 RT TT^T/3nf 

3ft 9001: 2000 RTF], 

^ feTR 'MPfcniT 

^R 2006 


T* RRlfa R$ RTCcTta RFTRT «zr), RTRR? 

m 9 W^RRPf,R|feft-l 10002, RRRfc p ff : 

r3 - 3 ^ rrt RirataRf: 

RRRSC RRFJC R£RT, R*H 

[R. RRX^^t/^f-8] 
Rt?T RjRK Rta*, ^iPioh ‘RRU RR (RRRJ RR RR) 

New Delhi, the 25th August, 2006 

S.O. 3483.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies 
that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and year of the No. and year Date of 

No. Indian Standards of the Indian Established 

Established Standards, if 

any, Superse¬ 
ded by the New 
Indian Standard 


0) _(2)_(3)_ (4) 

1. IS 15639:2006/ISO — March 2006 

10043:1994 ‘Banking 

and related financial 
services—Information 
interchange-Collection 
Oder form’ 

2. IS 15650:2006‘Quality — June 2006 

management systems- 

Guidelines for imple¬ 
mentation of IS/ISO 
9001:2000 for banking 
industry’ 

Copies of above Standard are available for sale with 
the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and its Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices at Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. MSD/G-8] 

N.K. GROVER, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MSD) 


- 1 * i-m -twtttfrit m 


H Mil i| * >1 


i mi a H • 


HfW> « I' 


4 l > • 




[ MFTII—*3T»53(ii)] 


^TRfr^TWnr: 2, 2006/MHTO11, 1928 
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^ 1^#, 29 3fiFRf, 2006 

w. W. 34 S 4 .— tow 4>T »f qf 3ira9*P> pfa fair % % WR? PP 
* #St (g*r) % wft (#ny) pc MKdiit $ iRrf pgtfr % gfoipr % ftp %^th 
frflftEW qfrifaH ftiftfes sri q<c few nyw ftreif vn# giftq; 

$r $%urpr i$ wt^r % piftn % ftp m oipsip; grita £ip% fa> 
sir 5 R % spps irgftftr%, fti# prt gifgpfg ftsp gift pt gpra$, ggftn 
ft oftranr pi oft* fftsi sip; 

aps sra, ft#i rp>r, ^rftftm % rafts w^nss Ojftr *t Piftn ft pftraiR pi wN) 

aifafttP, 1962 (1962 PI 50) ftt SIR! 3 ftt 3TORT.(l) SRI 53tT Slftpft PI 9RRI 45R* §q, 3R 

^pr Jr ppft % aiftranr pi sifts gift ft srft aim ftt ftpcr gRftt %; 

ftif aiftp ftr srjgft *f sftfa ’jpr *f ftspg %, sr nrffts % (Sri# sr stftiqtwi % 

^RRR%TragT^gMrmOT3TO^OT?Rgw^3nift^, w8m fts % ftfcR ^ % 
ftft M l gg^ I gH ftlSp 3H% ft ftp ggif gq^ <fc arftjcBlT ft Sifts ft PPP if ftf. Rftfa vIRRT , 
pp y i T^cbifl , msiri i ijH f^tir qftftJH i (ftftf % aaftt pc ipmciii) ft lift), 

qffftpW ftf#?P ftlftftf, ipi fe, Wl^I - ip S ip ftp, 5PTRR - 411 028 (gft ftTFir) , 

*i$i<i»£ ftr ftiftp pi 5f '3usP ipr «ftqi | 
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EStiUiiaaiM 




S 

**r 

m 




ft=PB5f 



*W' 


t 

2 

3 

4 

h 5 

6 


8 

t 



449 

00 


70 



475 

00 

01 

94 



476 

00 

03 

85 



477 

00 

02 

47 



496 

00 

01 

20 



492 

00 

08 

31 



488 

00 

01 

94 



487 

00 

05 

89 



486 

00 

15 

14 





Em 

43 

44 

2 



64 

00 

16 

76 



66 

00 

01 

83 



67 

00 

07 

97 



28 

00 

04 

45 



24 

00 

00 

71 



4 

00 

01 

28 





ill 

33 


3 



1949 

00 

03 

69 



2237 

00 

02 

64 



27 

00 

16 

54 



257 

00 

01 

05 



1860 

00 

10 

11 



1880 

00 

01 

89 



1881 

00 

06 

60 



1882 

00 

03 

60 



1946 

00 

00 

50 



1971 

00 

01 

00 



1948 

00 

07 

68 

i 




rrm 

55 

30 

4 

m*v» 

689 


2 

00 

22 

63 


640 


2 

00 

07 

85 


642 


00 

15 

41 


641 


00 

29 

07 


622 


00 

48 

24 


611 


00 

14 

10 


549 


00 

02 

56 


459 


00 

28 

93 
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rfTt^T 8 mm 


Esrh s 


TMt 

8 W? 

<w 





(><«< 

<w 


i 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

12 


317 



00 

09 

04 



104 


4 

00 

01 

41 



107 


4 

00 

06 

51 



56 



00 

07 

71 



19 



00 

09 

52 



533 



00 

07 

25 



555 


13T+4gT+3+5+6 

00 

02 

02 



7 


5W+2W 

00 

13 

88 

in 






57 

34 


[TT. 7T, 3TR-31015/26/2004 3Tt.3TR.-Il3 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2006 

s. o. 3484.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for the transportation of petroleum products from Loni (Pune) to Pakni 
(Solapur) via Hazarwadi in the State of Maharashtra, an extension pipeline should be laid by 
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (t) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty one 
days from the date on which the copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shrl Sanjeev Jadhav, Competent Authority, Mumbai-Pune 
Pipeline Extension Project (from Loni to Pakni via Hazarwadi), Hindustan Petroleum Corporation 
Limited, Mega Center, Magarpatta - M & N Wing, Hadapsar - 411 028 (Pune District), 
Maharashtra. 
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TO^TTTJm : fefRR2, 2006/WP?11, 1928 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka: TASGAON 

District: SANGLI 

State 

: MAHARASHTRA 

Sr. 

Name of the Village 

Survey No. 

Gat No. 

Sub~Dlvision 

Area 

No. 

No. 

Hectare 

B3 

Sq.mt 

1 

2 

3 

4 

« 

... 6 . 

D 

8 

1 

NIMANI 


449 


00 

02 

70 



475 


00 

01 

94 



476 


00 

03 

85 



477 


00 

02 

47 



496 


oo 

01 

20 



492 


00 

08 

31 



488 


00 

or 

94 



487 


00 

05 

89 



486 


00 

15 

14 




Total 


43 

44 

2 

NEHRUNAGAR 


64 


00 

16 

76 



66 


00 

01 

83 



67 


00 

07 

S7 



28 


00 

04 

45 



24 


00 

00 

71 



4 


00 

01 

28 

[.. 



Total 

00 

33 

00 

3 

YELAVI 


1949 


00 

03 

69 



2237 


00 

02 

6* 



27 


00 

16 

54 



257 


00 

01 

05 



1860 


00 

10 

11 



1880 


00 

01 

89 



1881 


00 

06 

60 

• 


1882 


00 

03 

60 



1946 


00 

00 

50 



1971 


00 

01 

00 



1948 


Q0 

07 

68 




Total 

00 

55 

30 

4 

TASGAON 

689 


2 

00 

22 

63 


640 


2 

00 

07 

85 


642 



00 

15 

41 


641 



00 

29 

07 


622 



00 

48 

24 


611 



00 

14 

10 


649 



00 

02 

56 


459 



00 

28 

93 

* ft- 

380 



00 

04 

88 
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1 TaSwfcss • TASCACM 


District : SANGLi 


^ ] Nan?# erf the VUiagej 

1 Survey Mo, | 

Gat No, 

.A.! .2 

3 j 

4 


4 IASGAON (ConttL; 


321 

185 


5 ' CHiNCHA'NF ' ■ ‘ ~.. 539 

540 

544 

553 

576 

575 

818 

622 

863 

862 

904 

1003 

1005 

1043 


6 BAKU RE: WADI 182 

171 

170 


7 SAWARDE 280 


8 KAULGE 274 

273 

152 

108 


9 VAGHAPUR 364 

366 

365 

370 


10 KHUJGAON 


103 

104 


11 BASTAWADE 


770 


J 5 RAPADA IT 1528 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Stsie: MAHARASHTRA 



Total 


01 

40 | 


00 

00 

46 


00 

03 

91 


00 

03 

19 


00 

00 

40 

Total 


07 

96 


00 

El 

61 


00 

E9 

65 


00 

E9 

20 

4 

00 

18 

19 

Total 

ids 

26 

65 


00 

27 

46 


00 

04 

06 

Total 

HfB'iTjV 

31 

52 


Total 
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Taluka ; TASGAON _ District: SANGU _ State : yAHARASHTKA 


Sr. 

Mo. 

Name of the Village 

Survey No. 

Gat No. 

SutvOWeton 

Ma 

Ana 


m 

Sq.mt 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

B 

8 

12 

SAWLAJ 

317 



00 

09 

04 



104 


4 

00 

01 

41 



107 


4 

00 

06 

51 



56 



00 

07 

71 



19 



00 

09 

52 



533 



00 

07 

25 



555 


tA+4B*3*5+6 

00 

02 

02 



7 


5EH-2B 

00 

13 

88 

_ 



* 

Total 

00 

5* 34 


[F. NO: R-atOt5^e/2004-O.R.-ll ] 
A. GOSWAMt, Under Secy. 


M ft?#, 29 3PM, 2006 

3F. 34«5.—ft^ta m<m ftr ft m zmvm sto toT% fft rm 
ft #ft (gft) % 935% (toigO m wxm§\ ft rrcft ft qfetoft to 

ftfttoPT cblftliiH 5KT ^ tolK ; 

#r ftft*r ^5R ftr ft# qrtfwif* toft ft gftsn % to ^ srasw gftfcr tor % fft 
ft# gift ft, ft fft* aggft ft ftto %, toft'^r toiq ^ft ^qto 

ft fttraqr qq siftr ton ; 

'3|?T8 3RJ, ftftfft ^R, ftr iftftn (^ft ft 39#n ft '3ftotT Siftl) 

vSrf^tor, 1962 (l962 3>T 50) ft TO 3 ft OTJRT (l) 3TCT WT ftftfft 9to 3>ft 

gjft ft onto ft srtoir ^r sto ^vft % sto 3?m ft ftw %; 

ft^ SjftrT, ft Sigfft ft ftftf gift ft towg % m cfffe ft toft ^ ft 

g^r wftTFnqrft#MflM^;nwft sq^ sffifrf, i«ift*r toft tor gift ft 
ftft torq ^ft ft to s#f sqto ft aitoir ft sto ft ft ft.. trq ft toto, 

wr qrtoft, gsft-jft qiw ftr g*ft-gft tour qtoto (ft# ft qq># ^ 

tMtf H fr ftiRft), tomH ftftton fttfto iftftfe, ftqrfe, - vpn qn to, wrtt 

- 411028 (got ito^r), tofe<r ^ ^sf j 
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rffipT 8 _jjM8WKf__TFHT8 HgRI^ 


4PT 

. 

*114 4)1 HPT 

Hcf H4T 


Tim 


foil 

w 

*pf *Ster 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 


611 


00 

02 

82 




4jW 

mm 

02 

82 

2 


1285 



00 

60 



1316 



02 

86 



1022 



19 

42 



1284 



02 

63 



1271 



06 

36 

_ 



w 

mm 

31 

87 

3 

m*\*\ 

328 


00 

01 

80 



330 


00 

01 

82 



384 


00 

05 

84 



39 

8 

00 

04 

11 



1098 


00 

23 

49 



1065 


00 

01 

24 



411 


00 

05 

62 





■a 

43 

92 

4 

WWKMl^ 

307 


00 

06 

28 



130 


00 ! 

33 

83 





EM 

40 

11 

5 

<T4Kc)|S 

361 


00 

09 

50 



357 


00 

01 

35 



391 


00 

11 

11 



544 


00 

01 

50 

L_ 



'w 

BB 

23 

46 

6 


1125 


0Q 

03 

08 




w 

mm 



7 


878 


00 

18 




1157 


06 

05 

15 



893 


00 

04 

58 



891 


00 

00 

98 




w 

CM 

28 

93 

8 

mpi»\ 

852 


00 

07 

64 




w 

EDI 


64 

9 

WVHifa 

569 


00 

03 

17 



732 


00 

03 

38 
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8 Wd \cf 

ftwi s m\<\ 

P8.W 

1 


T TR 3>T ^IFT 




| 





w 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 1 

10 



724 


00 

03 

48 




» 


El 

03 

48 

11 

sfffa 

57 



00 

22 

33 





w 

El 

22 

33 

12 



951 


00 

07 

45 

1 




mm 

00 

07 

45 

13 



767 

2 

GO 

07 

99 




800 


00 

07 

01 

L_ 




W , 

mm 

16 



[TO U 3TR-31015/32/2004 artaSR-II] 

3T^ TTf^ 


New Delhi, the 29th August,. 2006 

s. o. 3485.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that It is necessary in the 
public interest that for the transportation of petroleum products from Loni (Pune) to Pakni 
(Solapur) via Hazarwadi in the State of Maharashtra, an extension pipeline should be laid by 
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty one 
days from the date on which the copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri M.V.Chitnis, Competent Authority, Mumbai-Pune 
Pipeline and Mumbai-Pune Pipeline Extension Project (from Loni to Pakni via Hazarwadi), 
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, Mega Center, Magarpatta - M & N Wing, Hadapsar - 
411 028 (Pune District), Maharashtra. 
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SCHEDULE 





( Taluka: KHATAV 

District: SATARA 

State 

: MAHARASHTRA 

Sr. 

Name of the 

Survey No. 

Gat No. 

Sub-Division 

Area 

No. 

Village 

No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mt 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 

MOL 

611 

- 

• 00 

02 

82 

z 



Total 

00 

02 

82 

2 

DISKAL 

1285 


00 

00 

60 



1316 


00 

02 

86 



1022 


00 

19 

42 



1284 


00 

02 

63 



1271 


00 

06 

36 

z 



Total 

00 

31 

87 

3 

LALGUN 

328 


00 

01 

80 



330 


00 

01 

82 



384 


00 

05 

84 



39 

8 

00 

04 

11 



1098 


00 

23 

49 



1065 


00 

01 

24 



411 


00 

05 

62 

Z 



Total 


43 

92 

4 

NAGNATHWADI 

307 


00 

06 

28 



130 


00 

33 

83 

z 



Total 


40 

11 

5 

PAWARWADI 

361 


00 

09 

50 



357 


00 

01 

35 



391 


0Q 

11 

11 



544 


00 

01 

50 

Z 



Total 

Tyi; 

23 


6 

PUSEGAON 

1125 


00 

03 

08 

z 



Total 


03 

08 

7 

V1SAPUR 

878 


00 

18 

22 



1157 


oo 

05 

15 



893 


00' 

04 

58 



891 


00, 

00 

98 


Z 



Total 

00 

28 

93 

8 

KHATGUN 

852 


00 

07 

64 

z 



Total 

■me 


64 

9 

JAKHANGAON 

569 


00 

03 

17 



732 


00 

03 

38 



699 


oo 

03 

89 

z 



Total 

■El 


ZTj 
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4 

fatuka: KHATAV 

District :SATARA 

State 

: MAHARASHTRA 

8f . 
[n0. 

ki ll l»j| ill 

Survey No. 

Gat No. 

Sub-DIvielon 

No. 

Area ' ~ | 

Hectare 

E3 

Sq.mt 

[1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

6 

n 

8 

10 

VARUD 


724 


19 

03 

48 

c 




Total 

o 

03 

48 

11 

AUNDH 

57 



00 

22 

33 

lH 




Total 

00 

22 

33 

12 

PALSHI 


951 


00 

07 

45 

cz 




Total 

0.0 

07 

45 

13 

CHORADE 


767 

2 

00 

07 

99 




800 


00 

07, 

01 





^ Total 

00 

15 

HUSl 


[F. No. R-31015/32/2004-0.R.-lI ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


fWt, 29 WVZt, 2006 

”^5T. 3TT. 3486.— teffa ^RTpR TIF 3114**1$ WlflF tffFT & fa> Wf TT^T 3 

?r w r < H $ wman ytm 4 terar *wt teft ^rj to 4 teraRff 4£tfcRro Scqref i 
qfi q tFT ^ f?TC? WT^sjtfofilH fcrf*te &RT TJ$ teTR m$MdlsH tel£ ^m4t *TTte,' 

3fr? ^>r q>r w^rm tei4 ^ srater ^ te? m anmrara? into £i?tt t Wf *jf4 4, «fr 
F*r4 \3in^ ar^fj^ 4 qf^fa 1 tetf wr wtc^t ten? \jtt4 $t ywiq t, v*^«iVi ^ arteR $t ar^r 
ten urn?; 

m: am, qNto ^r$r, 4£rfo m afr? ^ter ^Mdnr r ftf*r 4 wto ^ aiteR $t ater) arfateM962 

(1962 $T 50), q>t STRT 3 q>t WIRT (l) SRI SRtT $T TOFT ^ W *jf4 4 WTRl ^ 3TteR 

$T 3TwRt $?4 ^ 3T*4 3TTCRT 3tel7 3R<ft t; 

site, «fr wr apj^ 4 ?fflcT *jf4 4 t. ^ tete ?*t 3i(2Rj*Hi ^ krct 

wra WTR*T uFTcIT cf5t vcJ^cW <TRT <ft vSTTcft t, ?^5Rf te 4l?R ^ ^ 4RI 

ten? un4 $ ter ^*t 4 wto <4 arteR <& ater ^ 4 ■tft 4te> ^ wr urteRl, 

g^-FTTTenT m^Md l ^ T teTR MtelviW. *TRcT ^rfeRFT fates. 4T-105. teR, fleWSl, 

eter — 324005 Rrawpr) qft fafaq ^ an^i ^st ^ten i 

31^1 


tie^o T : <j>!j | c|'<HIMId'i _ facTT TT^7 


?P0 

TTFT <TF W 



1 

2 

3 

4 

1 


377 

378 

315 

320 

313 

223 

0.0220 

0.0440 

0.0860 

0.0360 

0.0360 

0 0150 

■ i" ■ 


[ T nT. JVm-3 1015/9/2004 3Tl.3TK.-II] 


^ -nt^nKt , 3 t^k 


2536 G1/06-10 
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New Delhi, the 29th August, 2006 


s. o. 3486.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public 
interest that for the transportation of petroleum products from Manglya (Indore) terminal in 
the State of Madhya Pradesh, an extension pipeline to Piyala in the State of Haryana and 
Bijwasan in the NCT of Delhi should be laid by Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein 
for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Deepak Nandi, Competent Authority, 
Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline Extension Project, Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, B- 
105, Indravihar, Talwandi, Kota-324005 (Rajasthan). 


SCHEDULE 

TEHSIL : KESHAVRAI PATAN DISTRICT: BUND1_STATE : RAJASTHAN 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

PATOLIYA 

377 

0.0220 



378 

0.0440 



315 

0.0860 



320 

0.0360 



313 

0.0360 



223 

0.0150 


[F. No. R-31015/9/2004-0.R.-lI ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 








[MFTII—3(ii)3 W^?r 2, 2006/MI^ 11, 1928__ 7579 

29 SFT^T, 2006 

m. 3TT. 3487. ^R<*>R cpt dWftd 3 7TF 3TT^T^ tfcftcT ^IcTT 

t ft) Wjftw ^3^ 3 RF1W WOTqFT ^ gft^PTT *F3*T $ ft^TeTT M 

ftosft ^ ftvTIRH' 5R> ^tfcHFT ^TRcPf <# qft q ^H 3? 

foR ^TRcT ^tftm fcTftt^ gRT ^ ft^TR WWf vSTpfl 

3fa ^WR Mi$Hdl5rf ftw^ ^> JFTfaH ftfTJ W 3f|c|^^ 

ScftcT ^TT t ft> 3, ftt OTTO STJ^fr 3 ^ftfcT t, fvjR^[ vJ^cT 

HI§Mdl§ r 1 ftOTT vifrft cf5T U^TTcT t. 3> 3fft3>R <f)T 3f\ifa ft>*TT ^TF^j 

3RT: 3R *W<frW. ^tfeRm afR ^ftviT q ift Tell jH f (^t ^ vHKjV l 3> 

3fft^R 35T 3 TvjN) 3ffaftm 1962 (1962 35T 50) SJRT 3 ^ WIRT (l) SRT 

srtcct wrftxm) wj wFt fq, w *wyVi i> arfimjR ^r 3?vfa 
^ araft arrcro ^ tift^ii ^fr tj 

^ srft^ f sift >3^f 3T3^ 3 clftfcT ^r 3 ft?R^ t cTT^sT $ fuRR^T 
I^T 3rftRjxPTT ^ *TR?T ^ TTvjRT^ yftnff ^TOR^T vjRTcTT \3Wd<£J 3RT 

uTRft t. ft^r ^ 4hR ^ <£ ww ftw? viTrft ^ fer^ 

^ aiftcpR ^ arofa ^ w^et H tfr ^Yq^> ^sr y r T ft<t>rfl , 

5^# JJHo^i ft’fcfR Rft^ftni, *TRcT ^feRFT ^WfWr ftftchj , 

73, ycTRfteTT, ^ftell ^ >fe, *RcTg? (^Tv5R»TH) ferfect ^7 ^[ 

^uf ^TT| 

ar^ 


^Igiflc T : H<<f ^ ftrafT : >1^0^ <1^ : tl^t*IH 


^0 

Wf ^T 5IW 


—£ I!Ecgii frgaEMBW 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

<:Td«ff 

200 

0.0120 



116 

0.0256 



121 

0.0114 



123 

0.0289 



128 

0.0070 



170 

0.0095 



212 

0.0138 



204 

6.0077 
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WO 

illH dIH 


tocl 3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

2 

^felTT 

1622 

0.0203 



1867 

0.0581 



1884 

0.0168 



1784 

0.0124 



1785 

0.0190 



1786 

0.0190 



1613 

0.0100 

3 


850 

0.0305 



823 

0.0284 



845 

0.0210 

4 

W&X 

803 

0.0414 



809 

0.0614 



771 

0.0324 

5 


689 

0.0846 



716 

0.0400 

6 

^W M.Z 

332 / 3399 

0.1312 

7 

Rtcltcfl 

219 

0.0100 



646 

0.0297 



257 

0.0140 



863 

0.0470 



864 

0.0160 



247 

0.0234 



311 

0.0510 

8 

vjfvft^ri i 

2463 

0.0562 



1364 

0.0160 



1424 

0.0720 



2469 

0.0252 

9 

an^t 

145 

0.0280 



98/187 

0.0790 



116 

0.0130 



97 

0.1000 



102 

0.0464 



97/173 

0.0100 

10 

*frc 

752 

0.0190 



783/1106 

0.0320 



783 



[m Tf. 3TR-31015/82/2005 3ft3TR-n] 
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New Delhi, the 29th August, 2006 


s. o. 3487.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in 
the public interest that for the transportation of petroleum products from Manglya 
(Indore) terminal in the State of Madhya Pradesh, an extension pipeline to Piyala in 
the State of Haryana and Bijwasan in the NCT of Delhi should be laid by Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying 
such pipeline it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed 
hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 
of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty 
one days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
notification are made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of 
the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Deepak 
Nandi, Competent Authority, Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline Extension Project, Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Limited, 73, Pratap villa. Rose villa scheme. Bird Century 
Road Bharatpur (Rajasthan). 


SCHEDULE 

TEHSIL: BHARATPUR DISTRICT: BHARATPUR STATE : RAJASTHAN 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

TONTPUR 

200 

0,0120 



116 

0.0256 



121 

0.0114 



123 

0.0289 



128 

0.0070 



170 

0.0095 



212 

OJ0138 


' . ■■ 

204 

0.0077 

2 

TUHtYA 

1622 

0.0203 



1867 

0.0581 



1884 

0.0168 



1784 

0.0124 



1785 

0.0190 



1786 

0.0190 



-3S12—- 

0.0100 
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S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

3 

GUNDVA 

850 




823 

0.0284 



845 

0.0210 

4 

SEWAR KALAN 

803 

0.0414 



809 

0.0614 



771 

0.0324 

5 

DHORMUEI 

689 

0-0846 



716 

0.0400 

6 

KASBA BHARATPUR CHAK NO 2 

332 / 3399 

0.1312 

7 

VILOTHI 

219 

0.0100 



646 

0.0297 



257 

0.0140 



863 

0.0470 



864 

0.0160 



247 

0.0234 



311 

0.0510 

8 

JAGHINA1 

2463 

0.0562 



1364 

0.0160 



1424 

0.0720 

9 

ADCH 

2469 

0.0252 

145 

0.0280 



98/187 

0.0790 



116 

0.0130 



97 

0.1000 



102 

0.0464 



97/173 

0.0100 

10 

PAR 

752 

0.0190 



783/1106 

0.0320 



783 

0.0200 


[F. No. R-31015/82/2005-0.R.-ll ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


M fa#, 29 ^FTFcT, 2006 

^TT. 3TT. 3488.—^ ^tfcRFT 3fR ^if^T ^ vJH' 4^T ^ 3Tf^R 3>T 3Fjfa) 

3^f^TCR ( 1962 (1962 50) (fuR* 3Tfaf^PT 3>?T W t ) EIRT 3 ^ ^TRT 

(l) ^ 3^fFT ’TRcT '?R^N ^ ^njtfcRFT %T WcRI 3l1^RJ^HT WIT ^T.STT. 

738 20 9Rcrft. 2006. ’TRcT ^ cfpfal 25 2006 A U 0>l Rid 6RT vRT 

3Tt^RjrHT ^ ^TcfH 3T^^4t fctPlR^ ‘‘Jpl ^ WlW^f d'J’iJ ^ (§^'O TR^IEET^ ^RqiTT TT^T ^ 

ftzrreTT ?Rn f^cvit ^ l um rft to 3 fferRH dm ^ qfar^r ^ f^rq g^-qrwn 

Ml^c Tl ^q IcRdR q^vi FTT ^ WTT ^ dRd T^feTTH TTTtR^H fclRlci'S SRT qm f^TR HISHeii^-i 

ffcto cf) qq l upf ^ foq vjq^ PT ^ 3Tf^T>R d>T 3Tufa ^ 3T7^ 3TT?RI ^ dPFTT aft ; 

sfR ^JcfrT 7MT5f 3ft ufcRtf uHdl qft cTTfRl 15 aiftcT, 2006 3ft dMd£I 3RT '<ft aft ; 

3fR WT TITfamrft ft, ^JcfrT 3Tfftfft*R qft STRT 6 3ft qPTOTRI (l) £ 3T?ftd. TR^TR mt 3TFft f^ ft 

ftr t; 
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3^T R, RRR fttfe RT f^RR RRR ^ sfk RF RRIRR Ft ^ RT RRR 

fa^Ft ^ artfsm t, rtf? rwRi ^ arisen rf arsfa ^ Wjtspi f^r t; 

am: m. ^tejregrR, ^r arfaf^Rm ^r grcr 6 ^r wtrt (i) srn tot Trfrmff jrahr $7, hf 

Wt^wii $ ft? FTT 3T^RJ?HT TTcfH 3FJ^t 3 f^Prf^M *jfa 3 fawti $ fcTq viM^lVl ^ 

M «vjfR fcpZTT vjTRTr $ ; 

ato *Ntn jrcro v 3 ^r sif^m ^ gm 6 ^r rwf (4) ikt tot v r fapft ^r Tpfbr mb hf 
f*rfcn ttft fc fa ^ct *|P? 3 wfm h>t aiferc ^ totft a?r cn%s ^r m<f>u 3 

^ tft Rvimj, ftfcrt'IHf ^T giRT. *TTC?T frj*WcHPT TO^IR faft^F 3 ftffcfl F^TT | 

3f^t 


TnrcftoT : fwToTT :W4WPi 

- - T" - !!^_- -r-®~- — T—:—- 1 - 


E3 

HPT H>T HPT 

TT$ TO 

■E£IlKI££33Hi 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

4ICil^l 

46 

0.0150 



47 

0.0150 



48 

0.0450 


[m U 3 TR- 31015 / 9/2004 3 ft. 3 TR.-II] 


T£. nl^lKT, 3TSR Rf^T 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2006 

S.O. 3488(E). — Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.O.738, dated the 20 th February, 2006, issued under 
sub-section (l) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) published 
in the Gazette of India dated the 25 th February,2006, the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land, specified in the Schedule appended to that 
notification for the purpose of laying an extension pipeline for transportation of petroleum 
products through Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline Extension Project from Manglya (Indore) 
terminal in the State of Madhya Pradesh, to Piyala in the State of Haryana and Bijwasan in 
the NCT of Delhi by Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public 
on the 15 th April, 2006; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under sub-section (l) of section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report, and on being 
satisfied that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the 
right of user therein ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land, 
specified in the Schedule , appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said 
Act, v the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the ( said land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date of 
the publication of this declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 
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SCHEDULE 


TEHSI 

L: KESHAVRAI PATAN 

DISTRICT: BUNDI 

STATE: RAJASTHAN 

S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

I SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

1 3 

4 


1 BALAPURA 

4 

46 

0.0150 



47 

0.0150 



48 ^ 

0.0450 


[F. No. R-31015/9/2004-0.R.-I I ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


M ftcnl, 31 3FTW, 2006 


w. air. 3489 .—<£r 3 ?icr^ gifor fer %fe fein^r % mi^his-h 

fafes tjjf % sm ijs y'yci^* nirfl fetr^r 

fofe? % iffe % 3mt/ 3feft 3TOZ if #jf 5ffe #T 31Riy%9T % TRtRiafr % nFTCB? TP? if 

% Wh ayifferaif ms yi^fri* % % nfais-i % faq Rditiy % faf'fe sro 

^ ipfi 5pft mftti; 

#T TTT5TT 4% 351 fel% % WPH % fe[ *1F 3tm?mS mffcl #[?? % f%> 311 ^ if, 

fet% %r 351 w^n^r felt 5i% =sr wtr I dtr # ?tt aifogw t anras ag^jfr if ?fei % 

otJft % aiterc 5i aife fen ?n^; 

am.-, am, efc^fa tuter, % lafer qig qm FF ( 3 ft % 35 %? % aitesir 51 afer) aifttfen, 
1962 (1962 gn 50) snn 3 3 Wtt (i) 5RT ??tt sifentr 5i mfpT 5T% jq, gn*i OTfe 
%3ifSj5K5iai3fr5T%%3fe3iTmi^*?mi5Tift|; 

ajfe 5ft 35i aggrft if 4fei 3 ft % ferns % an diOnafl fefe aw aifafen snn 3 
aroirr (i) % ai#r 51 % ^1 iif aiftgmn gferi nrairw 3R?n 51 5n 31 snifr % 
fe % fen; 3ft % %(% wraif? 51 % % fer anfe? % aifesrc % apjfm % mm % n?i. 
an?. ifidK%, m yifosiff, fernm % wraiFm f%fes, 3% % % ^rafefer 3F fasrcsm' 5mff 
fofefe, aim Ifem, V’ fefei n$3 %. 4 tr, femmr, femiitTcr, 3 % - 411033, jifrp^ tfht 
51 fMfsrr mr % an^nr %3 t Tfen 1 
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*tSri/«*RMAllg<b * 






W 8 Wg 


^ •{$( / *13 'TSR 

3lR 3fr 3 afe 

CZ1 

mmEEm 

W : '^ 9nM 

i 

2 


KR 

5 I 

DS2HHHI 

58* 

00 

11 

81 


539 

00 

02 

00 

rt \ ^ ^ 

z ) msr^cl 

311 

00 

09 

02 


128 

00 

14 

94 


76/iar/i* 

00 

07 

02 


40/3* 

00 

05 

00 


243/2/1* 

00 

07 

23 

3) wst 

243 

00 

03 

00 


119/1* 

00 

18 

30 


403 

00 

32 

01 


151 

00 

37 

59 

4) im 

161/13T 

00 

06 

11 

5) <w4&4nfr 

294* 

00 

12 

50 

6) 

794* 

00 

33 

13 


806 

00 

10 

43 


808 

00 

06 

49 


809 

00 

08 

55 


810 

00 

09 

91 


811 

00 

03 

76 


812 

00 

10 

26 


814 

00 

05 

81 


815 

00 - 

04 

10 


816 

00 

05 

47 


818 

00 

04 

96 


819 

00 

06 

49 


820 

00 

08 

55 


821 

00 

22 

96 


453 

00 

09 

60 


456 

00 

12 

50 


459 

00 

08 

70 


460 

00 

02 

10 


461 

00 

04 

50 


462 

00 

04 

20 


463 

00 

03 

90 


464 

00 

10 

- 06 


465 

00 

08 

40 


2538 GI/06-11 
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1 1 1 

2 

1 3 

4 

5 1 

6) (ftm) 

466 

00 

04 

45 


468 

00 

00 

50 


776 

00 

07 

80 


775 

00 

05 

40 


774 

00 

06 

30 


773 

00 

06 

30 


772 

00 

08 

68 


771 

00 

05 

52 


769 

00 

04 

60 


768 

00 

03 

20 


767 

00 

02 

73 


766 

00 

01 

50 


765 

00 

01 

80 


764 

00 

00 

50 

<■ 

763 

00 

00 

50 


644* 

00 

03 

14 


643 

00 

30 

00 

7) 

464* 

00 

20 

76 


177* 

00 

20 

36 


365 

00 

00 

50 


109 

00 

00 

50 


222 

00 

00 

50 


217 

00 

12 

03 

8) 

*W 315 ^ ^TMT 

00 

06 

44 


333* 

00 

03 

29 

9) 

31* 

00 

09 

95 


30 

00 

00 

50 

10) 

72* 

00 

06 

49 

11) 

621* 

00 

41 

34 


795 

00 

02 

00 


424 

00 

06 

10 


423 

00 

03 

70 


418 

00 

03 

80 

• 

417 

00 

05 

00 


678 

00 

22 

20 


672 

00 

06 

00 


671 

00 

07 

20 


674 

00 

19 

36 


670 

00 

07 

14 


669 

00 

00 

50 


649 

00 

21 

00 
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1 _.. 1 1 

2 

3 | 

4 

5 1 

i2)*jRnfr 

690 

00 

02 

60 

13) rffrltt 

405 

00 

01 

00 


408 

00 

00 

50 


409 

00 

00 

50 


410 

00 

01 

50 


411 

00 

00 

50 


416 

00 

- 03 

90 


1805 

00 

62 

34 

14) ftraigr 

1304* 

00 

15 

53 


1592* 

00 

00 

76 


1677* 

00 

19 

20 


1678* 

00 

07 

80 


1288 

00 

03 

00 


1289 

00 

06 

45 


1292 

00 

03 

00 


1607 

00 

06 

10 


1606 

00 

03 

50 


1608 

00 

03 

19 


1609 

00 

03 

30 


1610 

00 

01 

70 


1611 

00 

01 

30 


1614 

00 

07 

20 


1615 

00 

08 

20 


1616 

00 

08 

00 


1619 

00 

02 

40 


1620 

00 

02 

70 


1621 

00 . 

04 

30 


1625 

00 

01 

30 


1626 

00 

01 

30 


1627 

00 

08 

00 


1628 

00 

04 

70 


1629 

00 

06 

20 


1630 

00 

04 

20 


1631 

00 

02 

00 


1632 

00 

01. 

30 


1633 

00 

02 

00 


1634 

00 

02 

00 


1635 

00 

02 

40 


1636 

00 

02 

30 


1637 

00 

17 

00 


1638 

00 

06 

00 
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jl 


1639 

1840 

1641 

1842 

1643 

1544 

IS* 5 
16*6 


3 

00 

00 

00 

00 


07 

08 

06 

OS 

07 

04 

04 

14 
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j_jLj 


30 

41 

00 

70 

30 

00 

70 

09 


1675 

00 

48 

03 

1676 

00 

21 

80 

15) ^ 94 * 

00 

20 

16 

695* 

(JO 

22 

42 

__ _ 691" 

rv« 

63 

73 

15) 414* 

00 

14 

48 

411” 

00 

23 

60 

410 

00 

02 

00 

,367 

00 

03 

00 

362 

00 

02 

53 

354 

oc 

06 

00 


* <6r. . - ^3 ferag 17/02/2005 7JRT 'ft.tJT.'ft. 1962 & grtl 3 e& gq«JHI (1) % 3RRRT fofr *1% 

TO 9fcRi<Fr W ft# % foq | 


New Delhi, the 31st August, 2006 


[FI. U T^-14014/48/2004-^/4] 
PF. eft. H u «d, 3TF7 fNf 


S. O. 3489.—' Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of the natural gas from the exploration blocks in the Northern/ Southern offshore of Goa and 
structures in Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited, the promoter company of M/s Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited, formerly known as M/s Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited to the 
various consumers of Pune District in the State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should be laid by M/s Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited; 


And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in land under which the said Pipeline if-proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of the section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on 
which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of India under sub - section (1) of section 3 of 
the said Act, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of right of the user 
therein for laying the Pipeline under the land to Shri. L. R. Gotame, Competent Authority, Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited, Formerly Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited, Shyama Heritage, “F” 
Building Flat No. 4A, Keshavnagar, Chinchwadgaon, Pune-411033, Maharashtra State. 
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Schedule 


Mandal/Thesi 1/Taluk: Shirur District: Pune _State : Maharashtra 


Viilage 

Survery/Gat No. 

Area to be acquired 

for ROU 1 


Hectare 

Are 

C-Are i 

1 

2 

. 3 

4 

5 

1) Inamgaon 

58* 

00 

11 

81 


539 

00 

02 

00 

2) Pimpalsuti 

311 

00 

09 

02 


128 

00 

14 

94 


76/1 A/1* 

00 

07 

02 


40/3* 

00 

05 

00 


243/2/1* 

00 

07 

23 

3) Shirasgaon Kata 

243 

00 

08 

00 


ii9/r 

00 

18 

30 


403 

% 

00 

32 

01 


151 

00 

37 

59 

4) Kolagaon Dolas 

161/1A 

00 

06 

11 

5) Kakadewadi 

294* 

00 

12 

50 

6) Nhavare 

794* 

00 

33 

13 


806 

00 

10 

43 


808 

00 

06 

49 


809 

00 

08 

55 


810 

00 

09 

91 


811 

00 

03 

76 


812 

00 

10 

26 


814 

00 

05 

81 


815 

00 

04 

10 

- 

816 

00 

05 

47 


818 

00 

04 

96 


819 

00 

06 

49 


820 

00 

08 

55 


821 

00 

22 

96 


453 

00 

09 

60 


456 

00 

12 

50 


459 

00 

08 

70 


460 

00 

02 

10 


461 

00 

04 

50 


462 

00 

04 

20 


463 

00 

03 

90 


464 

00 

10 

06 


465 

00 

08 

40 


466 

00 

04 

45 
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1 1 

1 2 | 

3 j_ 

4 1 

« 1 

6) Nhavare (Contd....) 

468 

00 

00 

50 


776 

00 

07 

80 


775 

00 

05 

40 


774 

00 

06 

30 


773 

00 

06 

30 


772 

00 

08 

68 


771 

00 

05 

52 


769 

00 

04 

60 


768 

00 

03 

20 


767 

00 

02 

73 


766 

00 

01 

50 


765 

00 

01 

80 


764 

00 

00 

50 


763 

00 

00 

50 


644*" 

00 

03 

14 


643 

00 

30 

00 

7) Uralgaon 

464* 

00 

20 

76 


177* 

00 

20 

36 


365 

00 

00 

50 


109 

00 

00 

50 


222 

00 

00 

50 


217 

00 

12 

03 

8) Dahiwadi 

Nala between 
Survey No. 315 

00 

06 

44 


333* 

00 

03 

29 

9) Parodi 

31* 

00 

09 

95 


30 

00 

00 

50 

10) Shiv takrar Mahaiungi 

72* 

00 

06 

49 

11) Takli Bhima 

621* 

00 

41 

34 


795 

00 

02 

00 


424 

00 

06 

10 


423 

00 

03 

70 


418 

00 

03 

80 


417 

00 

05 

00 


678 

00 

22 

20 


672 

00 

06 

00 


671 

00 

07 

20 


674 

00 

19 

36 


670 

00 

07 

14 


669 

00 

00 

50 

, 

649 

00 

21 

00 

12) Kasari 

690 

00 

02 

60 


■IM'M' ■ *n| MIW44P- 




+ > ' >W • I *• ■ 


■-i l|H' <f * iH M"'| • IV I»>f M 
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t 1 _I_ 1 


13) Talegaon Dhamdhere 

405 

408 

409 

410 

411 

416 

1805 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

• 01 

00 

00 

01 

00 

03 

62 

00 

50 

50 

50 

50 

90 

34 

14) Shikrapur 

1304* 

00 

15 

53 


1592* 

00 

00 

76 


1677* 

00 

19 

20 


1678* 

00 

07 

80 


1288 

00 

03 

00 


1289 

00 

06 

45 


1292 

00 

03 

00 


1607 

00 

06 

10 


1606 

00 

03 

50 


1608 

00 

03 

19 


1609 

00 

03 

30 


1610 

00 

01 

70 


1611 

00 

01 

30 


1614 

00 

07 

20 


1615 

00 

08 

20 


1616 

00 

08 

00 


1619 

00 

02 

40 


1620 

00 

02 

70 


1621 

00 

04 

30 


1625 

00 

01 

30 


1826 

00 

01 

30 


1627 

00 . 

08 

00 


1628 

00 

04 

70 


1629 

00 

06 

20 


1630 

00 

04 

20 


1631 

00 

02 

00 


1632 

00 

01 

30 


1633 

00 

02 

00 


1634 

00 

02 

00 


1635 

00 

02 

40 


1636 

00 

02 

30 


1637 

00 

17 

00 


1638 

00 

06 

00 


1639 

00 

07 

30 
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\ 1 

1" “2 J__ 

3 1_. 

4 

I —• 11 i 

14)Shikrapur (Contd....) 

1640 

00 

08 

41 


1641 

00 

06 

00 


1642 

00 

06 

70 


1643 

CO 

07 

30 


1644 

00 

04 

00 


1645 

00 

04 

70 


1646 

00 

14 

09 


1675 

00 

48 

03 


1676 

00 

21 

80 

15) Karandi 

694* 

00 

20 

16 


695* 

00 

22 

42 


691* 

00 

63 

73 

16) Wajewadi 

414* 

00 

14 

48 


411* 

00 

23 

80 


410 

00 

02 

00 


367 

00 

03 

00 


382 

00 

02 

53 


354 

00 

06 

00 


* Survey Nos. notified vide S.O. 563, Dated 17/02/2005 u/s 3(1) of P&MP Act 1362. Present proposal is for additional 

[F. No. L-1401 4/48/2004-G.R] 
S.B MANDAb, Under Secy. 

M 31 2006 

^T- 3490.— <ft tefe I ^ TOTW? tef tel ftter % 

tefe I te % ^ f^i^cKK ter tete teft te fteftr tete 

% te l s^rft/ teft 3TOc I te <#ft #r TOster I teteF I h $ 1 * 1*3 ttr I gft 

#7 <3H6H<JHM< fte % ferfte tester ?R> Wcftte % % qfter % frTCJ fomjti M 

% teter 'tostt eft sro WM?f tel % ten % te ^ to^sf ten te I to •$! I, 
ftefc ter tor mi^mhi^h tef te tor t#te to te^rr I tors 3h^t I ter %, 
TOte £ srfterr ter ter str; 

to:, to, teW w, Ifrfter ofrr ww C# I toto % tero ter) teter, 
1962 (1962^50)<ftsjRT3 TOTOT (1) 5RT ^fT 5lftet #1 te gR, TOl TOTO 
% Orf^T^R <PT TO^R 4)(I % TOl 3TT3R 3l yR u ll TO*?! |; 

^ ter air tor I ter ^fl I ftes 1 to Rifts? % fate tor teite i ter te 
eft pf tegjRT eft tet ritor tort <ft torw to $ ter I, tefcr te % ter ■gPr % ter 
wmto teq te ^ te TOte % teteir % ter % ter I ftt. rr. m< tefft, rto 
teteft, tero te Wf tete tor Mte, ‘V ftfte te I. 4 .r, teror.' 

tester, gft ~ 4110 33, pro eft fftte m I srte te ftoti 




m if-. .|. ii , ,i««»*ii i « ««wim 


■i c *.,. .*».#.. i.f>. .(, 


• ■ + W' 


Kl'l Hi'MI'M* 




• il <>4t t'WWMm'ilH.iiil.l' in ■ 
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*3^ 

TO5T 8 <s)s 

f^n g got 


xm 8 HSKI'g 

T tf^T 3f>T 'TR 

*TZ TOT / W %feT3R =T 



WKt&SSM 



1 

2 

3 

4 

... 

i) mi 

314 

00 

26 

40 


335 

00 

11 

80 


334 

00 

10 

80 


332 

00 

23 

60 

2) *riM 

64 

00 

10 

90 


63 

00 

05 

60 


60 

00 

07 

00 


59 

00 

09 

40 


58 

00 

19 

30 


61 

00 

35 

40 


62 

00 

10 

70 


27 

00 

05 

40 


28 

00 

80 

60 


29 

00 

29 

00 


30 

00 

51 

80 


7 

00 

08 

50 


353 

00 

16 

70 


354 

00 

05 

00 


355 

00 

12 

70 


234 

00 

00 

50 


232 

00 

04 

90 


233 

00 

15 

30 


239 

00 

09 

90 


240 

00 

09 

40 


241 

00 

10 

20 


242 

00 

13 

90 


245 

00 

17 

50 


230 

00 

43 

80 


247 

00 

07 

00 


248 

00 

01 

10 


250 

00 

00 

80 


251 

00 

00 

50 


252 

00 

00 

50 


2538 GJ/06-12 
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1 1 1 

2 

1 3 | 

4 

5 | 

2) (Pmrc) 

230 ^ 2 28% #9 9* Tran 

00 

03 

40 


253 

00 

01 

50 


228 

00 

57 

70 

\ i a a ■ Tl 

3) 

84 

00 

55 

60 


65 

00 

40 

50 


94 

00 

01 

80 


68 

00 

02 

60 


69 

00 

00 

50 


91 

00 

45 

20 


90 

00 

54 

30 


89 

00 

06 

00 


80 

00 

00 

50 


86 

00 

47 

00 


84 

00 

01 

00 


85 

00 

14 

60 


152 

00 

26 

70 


151 

00 

11 

20 


155 

00 

15 

10 


156 

00 

58 

70 


157 

00 

14 

30 


158 

00 

06 

80 


136 

00 

22 

00 


168 

00 

29 

90 


167 

00 

01 

40 


166 

01 

08 

20 


160 

00 

00 

50 

4)73^ 

94 

00 

08 

50 


93 

00 

49 

00 


101 

00 

36 

40 


103 

00 

40 

90 


*TZ T9T 103 if TMT 

00 

01 

00 


104 

00 

22 

00 


nz w 104 ^ 230 % 

00 
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New Delhi, the 31st August, 2006 


S. 0.3490.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public 
interest that for the transportation of the natural gas from the exploration blocks in the 
Northern/ Southern offshore of Goa and structures in Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance 
Industries Limited, the promoter company of M/s Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited, formerly 
known as M/s Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited to the various 
consumers of Pune and Ahmednagar Districts in the State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should 
be laid by M/s Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited; 


And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said Pipeline is 
proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of the section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 


Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days 
from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of right of the user 
therein for laying the Pipeline under the land to Shri. L. R Gotame, Competent Authority, 
Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited, Shyama Heritage, “F” Building, Flat No. 4A, Keshavnagar, 
Chinchwadgaon, Pune-411033, Maharashtra State. 
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00 

09 

50 


656 

00 

09 

30 


651 

00 

07 

60 


650 

00 

22 



638 

00 

00 

60 


841 

00 

03 

60 


Nala in Gat No. 650 

00 

02 

00 


640 

00 

00 

50 


642 

00 

05 

00 


643 

00 

10 

00 


645 

00 

31 

70 


605 

00 

06 

20 


607 

00 

40 

80 


Road in Gat No. 607 

00 

01 

00 


600 

00 

08 

70 


597 

00 

03 

80 


599 

00 

06 

70 


596 

00 

13 

70 


591 

00 

43 

00 


583 

00 

27 

80 


581 

00 

55 

00 


Road in Gat No. 581 

00 

01 

00 


577 

00 

97 

30 


Road in Gat No. 577 

00 

01 

00 


Indrayani River 

00 

25 

00 

MandaUHaveli 

District: Pune 


State: 

Maharashtra 

1) Talavde 

25 

00 

98 

20 


27 

00 

02 

00 


28 

00 

36 

90 


29 

00 

01 

70 


31 

00 

06 

00 


32 

00 

17 

70 


47 

00 

14 

40 


46 

00 

05 

00 


51 

00 

04 

00 


50 

00 

06 

00 


54 

00 

08 

20 


57 

00 

24 

00 


Road in Gat No. 56 

00 

03 

70 


72 

00 

01 

00 
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1 I 2 1 3 | 4 | 6 | 


Mandat: Daund 

District: Pune 


State: Maharashtra 

1) Sonvadi 

2A 

00 

29 

10 


363 

00 

20 

50 


365 

00 

18 

70 


364 

00 

35 

70 


355 

00 

45 

80 


236 

00 

31 

20 


237 

00 

00 

50 


233 

00 

14 

30 


238 

00 

07 

30 


239 

oo 

06 

60 


240 

00 

06 

70 


241 

00 

09 

50 


235 

00 

00 

50 


242 

00 

08 

50 


243 

00 

00 

50 


244 

00 

18 

00 


Road in between Gat No. 244 & 217 

00 

04 

70 


217 

00 

07 

50 


216 

00 

43 

80 


215 

00 

40 

50 


214 

00 

01 

00 


Canal in between Gat No. 215 & 193 

00 

00 

80 


Cart Track In Gat No. 193 

00 

01 

10 


193 

01 

18 

50 


Cart Track in Gat No.193 

00 

02 

40 


180 

00 

27 

40 


179 

00 

37 

50 


177 

00 

03 

20 


176 

00 

26 

40 


175 

00 

06 

20 


173 

00 

40 

80 


Canal in Gat No. 173 

00 

03 

70 


153 

00 

01 

30 


154 

00 

25 

00 


Railway In between Gat No. 154 & 132 

00 

07 

60 


132 

00 

19 

00 


2538 GWJ8-14 
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L I - - 1 . 2 1 

3 r 

4 

“I * 1 

1) Sonvadi (Contd....) Cart Track in between Gat No. 132 & 134 

00 

02 

30 

134 

00 

16 

20 

135 

00 

12 

50 

136/6 

00 

04 

50 

136/7 

00 

22 

80 

136/8 

00 

00 

50 

123 

00 

22 

70 

357 

00 

00 

50 

2)Girim 115 

00 

29 

40 

116 

00 

36 

70 

Naia in between Gat No. 116 & 136 

00 

01 

30 

136 

t 

00 

28 

10 

1 132 

00 

16 

40 

131 

00 

00 

50 

130 

00 

21 

66 

149 

00 

04 

66 

Road in between Gat No. 149 & 130 

00 

03 

70 

128 

00 

03 

58 

129 

00 

16 

81 

127 

00 

13 

65 

97 

00 

24 

15 

96 

00 

03 

38 

150 

00 

00 

58 

151 

00 

22 

45 

163 

00 

06 

10 

162 

00 

11 

56 

161 

00 

08 

42 

221 

00 

06 

60 

222 

00 

03 

68 

223 

00 

03 

55 

226 

00 

04 

83 

227 

00 

11 

56 

235 

00 

11 

48 

237 

00 

21 

07 

Canal in Gat No.237 

00 

04 

81 

238 

00 

03 

93 

239 

00 

03 

20 





t*nnU—^*S3{ii)] 
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2}Gir1m (Contd....) 


'TOT WWW : 2, 2006/MHCW 11, 1928 



240 

00 

04 

46 

73 

00 

23 

55 

72 

00 

12 

70 

70 

00 

04 

62 

89 

00 

04 

38 

87 

00 

05 

29 

85 

00 

05 

00 

64 

00 

07 

37 

83 

00 

06 

49 

62 

00 

29 

30 

Canal in between Gat No. 62 & 61 

00 

01 

69 

61 

00 

18 

46 

60 

00 

39 

20 

Road in between Gat No. 60 & 59 

00 

01 

96 

59 

00 

33 

65 

58 

00 

01 

50 

Nala In Gat No. 59 

00 

04 

93 

590 

00 

18 

78 

591 

00 

00 

78 

Nala in Gat No. 58 

00 

03 

19 

25 

00 

35 

98 

Nala in Gat No. 25 

00 

02 

58 

598 

00 

02 

48 

800 

00 

06 

40 

628 

00 

06 

90 

829 

00 

03 

91 

CQA 

00 

00 

40 

.630 

00 

03 

30 

631 

00 

02 

10 

632 

00 

00 

97 

633 

00 

29 

24 

834 

00 

03 

60 

635 

00 

33 

28 

659 

00 

00 

48 

660 

00 

46 

57 

661 

00 

57 

20 

695 

00 

59 

66 
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L _ i 

1 2 T 

3 

\ 4 r 

: «—n 

2) Girim (Contd....) 

696 

00 

16 

66 


698 

00 

10 

15 


697 

00 

19 

19 


691 

00 

05 

64 


690 

00 

43 

96 


689 

00 

04 

42 


728 

00 

94 

47 


Canal in Gat No. 729 

00 

14 

45 


729 

00 

14 

90 


727 

00 

31 

62 


Naia in between Gat No. 727 & 726 

00 

06 

13 


726 

01 

33 

76 


Naia in Gat No. 726 

00 

28 

35 


723 

00 

65 

36 


720 

00 

41 

91 


Road at V.B. of Girim 

00 

02 

79 

Mandal: Shrigonda 

District: Ahmednagar 


State : 

: Maharashtra 

1) Kaahti 

532 

00 

10 

00 


533 

00 

15 

40 


561 

00 

14 

10 


562 

00 

00 

50 


563 

00 

22 

10 


564 

00 

09 

10 


Road in between Gat No.564 & 587 

00 

04 

90 


587 

00 

01 

60 


588 

00 

13 

70 


589 

00 

68 

00 


584 

00 

46 

80 


744 

00 

82 

80 


594 

00 

00 

50 


Naia in between Gat No.594 & 748 

00 

02 

00 


743 

00 

00 

50 


806 

00 

38 

30 


748 

00 

06 

10 


747 

00 

15 

80 


Cart Track in Gat No. 747 

00 

01 

00 


Canai in Gat No. 747 

00 

01 

00 





[ MFT n—3(ii) ] 
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1) Kashtl (Contd....) 


* 1 

5- 

i—4—r 

0HU 

745 

00 

08 

30 

746 

00 

34 

30 

Road in between Oat No. 746 & 805 

00 

04 

70 

807 

00 

00 

50 

805 

00 

37 

50 

Canal jn between Gat No. 805 

00 

00 

70 

804 

00 

18 

20 

803 

00 

17 

40 

802 

00 

23 

30 

801 

00 

01 

80 

808 

00 

27 

40 

818 

00 

32 

90 

817 

00 

00 

50 

NaJa in Oat No. 818 

00 

00 

50 

Road in between Gat No.818 & 1064 

00 

03 

70 

1063 


08 

00 

1064 

00 

88 

60 

Naia in Gat No. 1064 

00 

04 

00 

Road in between Gat No. 1064 & 1226 

00 

03 

80 

1226 



80 

1219 

00 

06 

40 

1220 

00 

41 

90 

1050 

00 

34 

60 

Cart Track in Gat No. 1221 

00 



1051 

00 

f 00 

50 

1221 

00 

11 

40 

1049 

00 

19 

40 

1048 

00 


20 

1047 

00 

15 

60 

1078 

00 

38 

40 

Naia in between Gat No.1078 & 1079 

00 


40 

1079 

00 

17 

40 

1097 

00 

53 

10 

1096 

00 

18 

00 

1113 

00 

26 

.00 

1114 

00 

38 

80 

Cart Track In Gat No.l 114 

00 

00 

70 
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L 1 1 “ 2 r 

3^ 

~ 1 

4 

i # ~i 

1) Kashti (Contd....) Canal in Gat No. 1114 

00 


00 

70 

1115 

00 


22 

80 

Cart Track in between Gat No.1115 & 

1116 

00 


00 

40 

1116 

00 


16 

10 

1118 

00 


00 

50 

1119 

00 


52 

00 

1120 

00 


18 

40 

Road in between Gat No. 1120 & 1123 

00 


05 

80 

1123 

00 


33 

50 

Canal in between Gat No. 1123 & 1122 

00 


03 

20 

1122 

00 


15 

70 

1121 

00 


16 

00 

1125 

00 


01 

00 

2)Nimgaon Khatu 149 

00 


05 

60 

147 

00 


58 

40 

142 

00 


70 

60 

Canal in Gat No.142 

00 


00 

50 

140 

01 


19 

20 

139 

00 


09 

60 

138 

00 


14 

40 

137 

00 


12 

80 

136 

00 


25 

60 

Road in between Gat No. 134 & 137 

00 


01 

80 

134 

00 


42 

40 

129 

00 


20 

60 

128 

00 


10 

40 

127 

00 


09 

20 

126 

00 


37 

60 

123 

00 


15 

10 

124 

00 


02 

30 

121 

00 


02 

70 

120 

00 


22 

90 

119 

00 


48 

00 

95 

00 


30 

10 

100 

00 


29 

60 

99 

00 


01 

00 

101 

00 


02 

60 








C^FTn—79TO3(ii)] 

MTO^»rWPr:ftm«R2 < 2006/^Brn;i1, 1928 


7815 

i 1 1 

2 

mmmtMmm 

■na 

« ~i 

2)Ntmgaon Khalu (Contd....) 

80 

01 

32 



84 

00 

00 

50 


36 

00 

20 

40 


38 

00 

30 

84 


Road in Oat No. 38 

00 

03 

20 


30 

00 

18 

40 


34 

00 

00 

50 


37 

00 

48 

40 


Bttma River 

00 

54 

50 


V-fi. r V/jfcfojj fio Uncord 

^ [F. No. L-14014/24/2006-G.P.J 

S B MANDAL, Under Secy. 


^^5#, 31 3FWT, 2006 

m. W.-34W.—toot m groroa qfot faros % wsns^f 

fafofe ^ Jf % ?W$f9R ^ TOERTO* aaft ftlftfe «& SMifo aq=St fatf fam^t P$3T 
fafofe %%tr* ssrfr/ gfaft aw *f ^lr a rafe i * swial % tokto tps** g^ 

fa?r <fe fafaq gqqtatrafr tta yi^fri* % <fe mR=i?h <fe fat faros % msM<*iiTO< fafafe srt 
tta mrodiro ftsif aril ^ifat; 

#r $?#i starc ^r gat qiywnro fasft % rotos % fat u? araroa gtfln ?fa % fa ss *f, 
fagsfc ifat 33rr fastf aft at tom $ #t ft to afagsro % gqra® agqft if sfat % 

gqftqftafaaRarasfrfaitam; 

as:, as, iiftfasiarc, j>faw ftt stfta q i jm-tigH (^r *f gqfts % afaarc at aftt) afafaw, 
1962 (1962 at50)#qro3<ftgqqrct (1)SRfrort?lforafaf9ftqaft5it,3=ftgqftq 
ft afaatt a aftt ^ ft aM t ?t^ u n %j 

fti£<^ftgTOgtf^*ft%gftftfara®%TO6rfas%fa^gTOafa3ra»rift*iro 3 ftt 
3q*tnr ( 1 ) ft afts afa ft* qf afaptr ft* qfatt arana arorftt gqa«rasftaift%, safat 
ftq*#6T^*r% ; SI%qi5TO^TftBRt3n^*1^gq* , r*3ifiRBiT%3F#T%gsm5|f t?a. 
art. ftsfat, an yifawft , faros % q i TOw i TOi faftfe, gtf »r far ftsft&ts qs tototo* *raft 
fafts, snsr fcfaa, V’ ftfas q^g q. 4 q, ^wit, ffaMS'lfa, gft - 411033, tort? sto 
at fafas sq >f afar fta sftst 1 
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teuj* 



TF?*r t 


»1fa«r?fPT 

*12 H4( / ftfeR 'U 

■EZ£J 


■tr^n 



1 

2 

rznn 

4 

5 


11 


04 

80 


35 


00 

50 


210 

00 

09 

10 


221 

00 

33 

11 

2)^5® 

233* 

00 

09 

00 


415* 

00 

11 



1052 

00 

09 

00 


1058* 

00 

11 

73 


74 

00 

42 

57 


1057 

00 

04 

00 


273 

00 

19 

40 


77 

00 

20 

63 


1049 


17 

83 

3) fifaaFtfa cftf 

1865* 

00 

32 

56 


360* 

00 

09 

93 


357* 

00 

35 

99 


387 

00 

06 

00 


256 

00 

06 

86 

4)l«<g9 

1141 

00 

27 

53 


524* 


12 

30 


52* 

00 

17 

96 


1709 

00 

11 

85 


1985 

00 

08 

46 


1026 

00 

19 

46 


864 

00 

02 

95 

5) 

*inir 


06 

60 


400* 

00 

15 

00 


695 

00 

01 

00 


629 

00 

07 

98 


394* 

00 

02 

47 


615* 

00 

05 

00 

6 ) SflteTO 

68^ 

00 

03 

00 

»re*T s *iraar 

tel J tpt 



TFHi s HgKI<£, 

1 ) 

516 

00 

14 

42 


514 

00 

18 


2) vj% 

720* 



40 


465* 


32 

36 

3)qg£raiit 

9 

01 

01 

92 

















[MFTII— ^£3(ii)] _2, 2006/WT*: 11, 1928 


1 I 

2 "" 

1 3 I 

4 r 

iUl / 

5 1 


165* 

00 

38 

30 

5) srw 

TPlw 87/12 At 120/ar 3fTR3I 

00 

03 

57 


97/4* 

00 

38 

00 


* 45T. at. 3209 15/12/2004, gjRT A.triT.'ft. 1962 A URT 3 A \3 ^Mki (1) % 3R1% ’tit Tj5 44TITT 


New Delhi, the 31st August, 2006 


[TO U T^-14014/50/2004-^ftA] 

t^i. ^t. am 


S. 0.3491.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of the natural gas from the exploration blocks in the Northern/ Southern offshore of Goa and 
structures in Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited, die promoter company of M/s Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited, formerly known as M/s Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited to tjjie 
various consumers of Pune District in die State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should be laid by M/s Reliance das 
Pipelines Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for die purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire die right of user in land under which die said Pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
die Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of die powers conferred by sub-section (1) of die section 3 of die Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), die Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in die said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from die date on 
which the copies of the notification as published in die Gazette of India under sub - section (1) of section 3 of 
the said Act, are made available to die general public, object in writing to the acquisition of right of die user 
therein for laying the Pipeline under die land to Shri. L. R. Gotame, Competent Authority, Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited, Formerly Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited, Shyama Heritage, “F” 
Budding Flat No. 4A, Keshavnagar, ChinchwadgnOn, Pune-411033, Maharashtra Stale. 

Schedule 


Mandal: Khed_District Pune_ State: Maharashtra 


Village 

Survey NoJSub-dMsion No. 

Area to be acquired for ROU 1 

Hectare 

Are 

C*Ar» 

1 

2 - ' ' 

3 

4 

-5- 

1) Sabtewadi 

11 

00 

04 

80 


35 

00 

00 

50 


210 

00 

09 

10 


221 

00 

33 

11 

2) Bahid 

233* 

00 

09 

00 


415* 

00 

11 

40 


1052 

00 

09 

00 


1058* 

00 

11 

73 


74 

00 

42 

57 


1057 

00 

04 

00 


273 

00 

19 

40 


77 

00 

20 

63 


1049 

00 

17 

83 


2538 Gl/06-15 
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. ' ■ f 

i .* " "' 

n -j 

I 

-« - 1 

6 1 

8)F1mpib»onlirfKhed 

1068* 

00 


32 

56 


300* 

00 


09 

93 


357* 

00 


35 

99 


307 

00 


06 

00 


256 

00 


06 

86 

4)Kalus 

1141 

00 


27 

53 


524* 

00 


12 

30 


52* 

00 


17 

96 


1709 

00 


11 

85 


1985 

00 


08 

46 


1026 

00 


19 

48 


864 

00 


02 

95 

5) Waki budurk 

Nala 

00 


06 

60 


400* 

00 


15 

00 


695 

00 


01 

00 


629 

00 


07 

98 


394} 

00 


02 

47 


615 k 

00 


05 

00 

6) Ambethan 

688* 

00 


03 

00 

Handel: Maval 

District: Pune State: Maharashtra 



1)Badalwadi 

516 

00 


14 

42 


514 

00 


18 

03 

2) Navalakh-llmbre 

720* 

00 


02 

40 


465* 

02 


32 

36 

3) Pawaiewadi 

9 

01 


01 

92 

4) Matogaon- budruk 

165" 

00 


38 

30 

5) Savte 

Road between Survery 

00 


03 

57 


No. 87/12 and 120/A 




■" 


97/4* 

00 


36 

00 


* Survey Nos. Notified vide S O. 3209 Dated 15/12/2004 u/s 3(1) of P&MP Act 1962. Present proposal is for additional 

extent 

[F. No. L-14014/5Q/2QQ4-G.P.J 
S.B MANDAL, Under Secy. 


ftTcrll, 31 3TTO, 2006 


3492 .— % % 

% foq ^ifWK - tffw aim % % 

f^TCr % ^rRNV?9H ( 3T*ft 


£Hi ^ fsRSif 


'to gw- tat ^ fff 




• ■ •<"! t* iM»-*M(i • i 


'4*'* »■ 


1 


M 1|M-f • .* 1 ■ * ««nni y ij M f ■»» " *M- 4 1 •!"f• *» » >f« 


k H <»M ween • 









CMFTn—■«m3(ii)] 


m WW; 2, 2006/WT5 11, 1928 


afiTiaw, oPPTWimi’r 3^ft*r%aftwRJBr«#») 

aftiftiPT, 1962 (1962 «r so ) sft 3.sft3'TOitr (1) BnjRainterif wrsjftn 

n ^WcT n wW? ▼ 'Jfl (rtlHI m Mwi vjSti whitAH 45i ?IRT 
Srfowmt (i)%^gnrcTjroTftingar^grfip j ^r ri i 
& - m $ % s^Sfer far % *Star *$t % fasi{ sift % g*¥ 

OT#r % SlfafiR ^T SFSfa % ^€T *ft. ^ . SPfrr , BgRT % 

frWWKK fofe, yR4 j ^H l , 5TFT5 ^f a T M l fife , 3TM? WT ?[5, 31SNH , 

^JrT - 395009, ^RT TF^T3>t fafcRT W t «!$* %T*$*IT1 


7WI 


arc air rc *rc% * frrir fcn*r 





New Delhi, the 31st August, 2006 


[m.U T^T-14014/28/2006-m.it. ] 

t^r. rct ’ms^r, ar^r fifas 


s. o. 3492 .—whereas It appears to the Central Government that It Is 
necessary In the public interest that for the transportation of natural 
gas through an interconnection between Jamnagar - Bhopal and 
Kakinada - Hydra bad - Goa pipeline, a pipeline should be i laid by M/s 
Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited now renamed as 
Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Ltd; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the 
purpose of laying the said pipeline, it Is necessary to acquire the right 
of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and 
which is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 


Now, therefore, In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) 
of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act , 1962 ( 50 of 1962), the Central 

Government here by declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 
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Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, 
within twenty-one days from the date on which the copies of this 
notification as published in the Gazette of India under sub-section (1) 
of section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying 
of the pipeline under the land to ShriJ.N.Amin, Competent Authority, 

M/s Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Ltd, Pipeline Project, Anand 
Mahal Apartment, Anand Mahal Road, Adajan , Surat - 395009, 
Gujarat. 

SCHEDULE 



[F. No. L-14014/28/2006-G.P.] 
MANQAL, Under Secy. 


M fe#, 1 2006 

_ ** 3493,— #^ titcni* gft cftaffcT ft 3TRJWt> WcftcT tffiT ft f% 

tterU ft ITT OTT ^l?Hdi§-t (y^RH-^PfteT ff T yfffo) ft?f 

Jipnritn OffS^n) turfites si?t, to qrs ycugH tfoi i ^ngt? 

aft? vwmpi Ojfft ft 3^’* arm^T? g* szfa) 

3lf5^RW, 1962 (1962 W 50) ^ tM 2 ^ (ctf) <£ 3*tft=T 3TPl?£RT g?r3TT. 3570 cTtfter 
3 3RRJJI7, 2005 SHT 7T32T B?35T? ?t ftef (^PS^n) fcififcis ft WRR^Rrl y? aft ift.TO 

flsftratf qft ?repr sft mopr *r>?ft ift f^jT m ; 

3ft? Sv?ft?T ?TTOT?, 3ft? ?<jRoT (*}fft ft 3* wfr l 3rf g | *ffl? Wf 3TjR) 

3TRRRTJT, 1962 (1962 *>T 50) en?T 6 cfft 3qm?T (1) 3TEfhT oTrft 3ft? ffi yfifa 

ft?r ft^icpr *r>t 3ri^Tf{jHi ?r tf>T.3rr. 2062 to 2063 18/05/2006 to 20/05/2006 sfitct: 

5T?T ?fcT*T rtnewfl 3Pppft ft *{fft ft gqfthT 3TffcnT? <£ 3T#T ^ Rrft offT^t «ff; 

3RT:, 3TS, m4>rc, 3ft? i5jR*r ^Tf^rr^T (Tjfft ft 3Whl 3ft?R>T? TO 

3TsR) 3ftftR^nr, 1962 (1962 TO 50) fTT?T 2 TO) 3ft? £JT?T 3 gq URr (l) 5T7T 

B3W TTRrTZft TO S?ftn TOft ^ ?PTRJPT TOft y? TO dTOIgri ft ft?TT TO^TT 3TmTO ft, ?JF 

ft TO fttft ^rPfcT ?n?ftt ft RRIcfc ht?<t ?rto? 3ft? yr^)R<h ft?r ft^Tcpr 

3fRtjtiii ft ^ 3crrf cIcOTPft hRR: ft RRRte tffft ^ tFRfttPT TO^TT TO S&U I 





C’*FTlI‘“?srxff3(ii)] 


VR?T^>TTI^m: RKIH< 2, 2006/VTC^ 11, 1928 


1. * Trsm if. 21 ft’Tfqr 27/05/2006 * ftST.OT. if. 2062 * 2063 

18/05/2006 ft 20/05/2006 ft ^ 4514, 4515, 45%, 4517, 4513, 

4520 , 4523 7ft 4543 fti. 


Tram * 31301 ? 


nfft 

ilft ft. 


ftTft 

ifft ft. 




(jfae. ft) 



(frftC. ft) 

•y x n 

twn 

199 

00-19-00 

*** 

119 

00-19-00 

HJtfflWICI 

589 

00 - 20-00 


589 

00 - 22-00 


52/117 

00-04-00 


52/117 " 

1 

00-04-00 


52/11# 

00-04-00 


52/11*^ 

r 



51/21? 

00-25-00 


51/21? ^ 




51/2* 

00-25-00 


51/2* 








> 

00-25-00 


51/M 

00-25-00 


51/2* 




51/2* 

00-25-00 


51/2* *> 




4*1 

00-24-00 


41/1 ^ 




44/2 

00-24-00 


41/2 




44/3 

00-24-00 


41/3 







V 

00-24-00 


44/4 

00-24-00 


41/4 




44/5 

00-24-00 


41/5 




44/6 

00-24-00 


41/6 J 




37/10/1 

00-38-00 


37/1C/1 A 




37/10/2 

00-38-00 


37/li/2 




37/10/3 

00-38-00 


37/17/3 




37 / 1 * 

00-38-00 


37/1* 




37/lift 

00-38-00 


37/1* 

L 

AA 1C AA 


37/1* 

00-38-00 


37/1* 

r 



37/1$ 

00-38-00 


37 / 1 $ 




37/m 

00-38-00 


37/1TO 




37/1* 

00-38-00 


37/1* 




37 /m 

00-38-00 


37 /m J 
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- 





»iftr 


Kyg|l 

nfv 

wf 1 . 










38/1/1 

00-47-00 


38/1/1 " 

\ 



38/1/2 

00-47-00 


38/1/2 




38/1/3 

38/1/4 

00-47-00 


38/1/3 

H 

0047-00 


00-47-00 


38/1/4 


38/1/5 

00-47-00 


38/1/5 




38/1/6 

00-47-00 


38/1/6 ^ 



^?0T 

1/6/e 

00-08-00 


1/6/? *] 




1/6/* 

00-08-00 


1/6/* 

>■ 

00-08-00 

flfFT 

5/ie 

00-09-00 


5/1? ~| 




5/1* 

00-09-00 


5/1* J 


00-09-00 


6i/ie 

00-01-00 


6i/m ^ 




61/1* 

00-01-00 


61/1* 

>- 

00-01-00 


61/l*t 

00-01-00 


61/13ft J 




63/m 

00-15-00 


63/1? 1 

V 

00-15-00 


63/1* 

00-15-00 


63/1* J 


V 


135/1 

135/2 

00-19-00 


135/1 | 


00-19-00 


00-19-00 


135/2 j 


*cT-ggq> 

518? 

518* 

00-09-00 

00-09-00 


518? 1 
518* | 


00-09-00 

** 

7/2*1 

7/2*2 

00-02-00 

& 

7/2*1 1 


00-02-00 


00-02-00 


7/2*2 J 



7/3* 

00-20-00 


7/3/? 1 
7/3/* J 

00-20-00 


7/3/* 

00-20-00 



23 /ie 

00-03-00 


23/1? 1 


00-03-00 


23/l*+2 

00-03-00 


23/l*+2 I 



44/1 

00-07-00 

00-07-00 


44/1 ] 

00-07-00 


44/2 


44/2 | 



43/2E 

00-17-00 


43/2? "j 




43/2 

00-17-00 


> 


00-17-00 



43/2 J 



+ •in| O' i|«4»4P 


► I'lOl H ■ n-iMUKP' H » ■' 4 {■ *||| >m » 1^6 .1 
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?nra* 4 31391 ? 

mm. 

hI44 

nts 

Bf 

ifarom 

nf* 

B# ' s t. 




(fare. 4) 



<4?e. 4) 

m 

36/7 

00-12-00 


36/6 

00-12-00 


1342AT1,1/12, 

00-95-00 


1342/P1,1/2, 

00-95-00 


1/3,2,3 



1/3,2,3 


tHld4 

257 

00-02-00 

<ii«4 

357 

0002-00 


256 

0002-00 





2. *fRfI ^ 7I5N5f 9. 21 1?*ms 27/05/2006 ^ m.3TT. 9. 2063 20/05/2006 

4 ^9 9. 4535 W 4546 ?7. 


<MHHI 4* 3FJ9T? 



irf* 

B# *t. 


nfs 

B* *f. 

w 

DBS 

686 it 

224 ms 

*wrs 

Brt 

686 it 

224 ms 


[^. U T$FT-140l4/23/2006-*Ml. ] 


New Delhi, the 1st September, 2006 

Amendment 

s. o.3493.—whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is 
necessary in the public interest that for the transportation of natural gas through Dahej- 
Hazira-Uran and spur pipelines (Panvel-Dabhol section) in the State of Maharashtra, a 
pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And whereas, the Government authorized Sh. K. N. Kashivale on deputation from 
the State Government of Maharashtra to GAIL (India) Limited to perform the functions of 
the Competent Authority under clause (a) of section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) vide S.O 3570 dtd. 
03-10-2005 

And whereas, the Central Government in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas vide 
notification no. S.O. 2062 and 2063 dated 18/05/2004 and 20/05/2006 respectively issued 
under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) for acquisition of right of user in the land 
specified in the respective corrigendum annexed thereto; 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of section 2 and 
sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government being satisfied that it is 
necessary in the public interest, so to do, hereby directs that the notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas specified in the schedule 
mentioned below may be amended in the manner specified in the corresponding entry in 
the said schedule. 

CORRIGENDUM 


1. In the Gazette of India No. 21 dated 27-05-2006 vide S.O. No. 2062 and 2063 
dated 18-05-2006 and 20-05-2006 on Page No. 4514, 4515, 4516, 4517, 4518, 
4520, 4523 and 4543. 


As per Gazette 

Be read as 

Village 

Survey No. 



Survey No. 

Area (in Hect.) 

Repoli 


199 

00-19-00 

Repoli 

119 


00-19-00 

Lakhapale 


589 

00-20-00 

Lakhapale 

589 


00-22-00 

Jui-Budruk 


52/11A 

00-04-00 

Jui-Budruk 

52/11A : 

L 

00-04-00 



52/1 IB 

00-04-00 


52/1 IB , 

r 



51/2A 

00-25-00 


51/2A ^ 





51/2B 

00-25-00 


51/2B 

> 

00-25-00 



51/2C 

00-25-00 


51/2C 





51/2D 

00-25-00 


51/2D J 





44'1 

00-24-00 


41/1 





442 

00-24-00 


41/2 





44/3 

00-24-00 


41/3 


00-24-00 







44/4 

00-24-00 


41/4 





44/5 

00-24-00 


41/5 





44/6 

00-24-00 


41/6 j 





37/1 A/1 

00-38-00 


37/1 A/1 





37/1A/2 

00-38-00 


37/1 A/2 





3 7/1 A/3 

00-38-00 


37/1 A/3 





37/IB 

00-38-00 


37/IB 





37/1C 

00-38-00 


37/1C 

[ 

00-38-00 



37/ID 

00-38-00 


37/1D 

f 




37/IE 

00-38-00 


37/IE 





37/1F 

00-38-00 


37/1F 





37/1G 

00-38-00 


37/IG 





37/1H 

00-38-00 


37/1H J 
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As per Gazette 

Be read as 

Village 

-,- 

Survey No. 

Area (in Hect.) 

Village 

Survey No. 

Area (in Hect.) 

Jui-Budruk ! 

38/1/1 

00-47-00 

Jui-Budruk 

” 38/1/1 " 

s 



38/1/2 

00-47-00 


38/1/2 




38/1/3 

00-47-00 


38/1/3 

> 

00-47-00 


38/1/4 

00-47-00 


38/1/4 



38/1/5 

00-47-00 


38/1/5 




38/1/6 

00-47-00 


38/1/6 ^ 



Rohan 

1/6/A 

00-08-00 

Rohan 

1/6/A 1 


. 

' 


1/6/B 

00-08-00 


1/6/B 

>- 

00-08-00 

Walang 

5/1A 

00-09-00 

Walang 

5/1A 




5/IB 

00-09-00 


5/IB 

r 

00-09-00 


61/1A 

00-01-00 


61/1A 




61/IB 

00-01-00 


61/IB ” 

> 

00-01-00 


61/1C 

00-01-00 


61/1C 




63/1A 

00-15-00 


63/1A ] 


00-15-00 


63/IB 

00-15-00 


63/IB J 



Adiste 

135/1 

00-19-00 

Adiste 

135/1 1 


00-19-00 


135/2 

00-19-00 


135/2 J 



Tol Budruk 

518A 

00-09-00 

Tol Budruk 

518A ' 


00-09-00 


518B 

00-09-00 


518B 



Khaire 

7/2/A1 

00-02-00 

Khaire 

7/2/Al ' 

> 

00-02-00 


7/2/A2 

00-02-00 


7/2/A2 J 




7/3/A 

00-20-00 


7/3/A 1 






y 

00-20-00 


7/3/B 

00-20-00 


7/3/B J 



23/1A 

00-03-00 


23/1A 1 








l 

00-03-00 


23/1B+2 

00-03-00 


23/1B+2 j 




44/1 

00-07-00 


44/1 1 








y 

00-07-00 


44/2 

0007-00 


44/2 J 




43/2A 

00-17-00 


43/2A ' 


00-17-00 


43/2 

00-17-00 


43/2 

l 



2538 GI/06-16 
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As per Gazette 

Be read as 

Village 

Survey No. 


Village 


Area (in Hect.) 

Vinhe 

36/7 

00-12-00 

Vinhe 

36/6 

00-12-00 

Karanjani 

1342/A 1,1/12, 

00-95-00 

Karanjani 

1342/A 1,1/2, 

00-95-00 


1/3,2,3 



1/3,2,3 


Salave 

157 

00-02-00 

Salave 

357 

00-02-00 


a56 

00-02-00 





2. In the Gazette of India No. 21 dated 27-05-2006 vide S.O. No. 2063 
dated 20-05-2006 on Page No. 4535 and 4546. 


As per Gazette 

Be read as 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey No. 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey No. 

Mahad 

Toll Budruk 

From 686 

to 224 

Mahad 

Sape 

From 686 

to 224 


[F. No. L-14014/23/2006-G.R] 
S B MANDAL, Under Secy. 
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itr sftr <*Wik ifscnsw 

1 3TTOT, 2006 

BJT.OT. 3494.—3lfafo*m, 1947 (1947 

spt 14 ) 4ft m 17 ^ 3, mm 

auftftd 3 tnt ifmn ^ ^ mz 3 Ik 44# 

*4*kY ^ srpfa frffe stajtfror 3 

'fc'fOq W*t»K oJllllPl4> > *?f^ < ?K u l II, *T^ R\C^d 4> 

TOST 31/2004) 4ft TOftrn 4*?ft t, ^ ^4 
1 -8-2006 4ft W<T 'gSTT «ni 

[U T^-l 1012/36/2003-3Hf 3TR(f4fa4)] 
4t. T^R. 3|4T «faq 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 1st August, 2006 

S.O. 3494. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 31/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-II, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 1-8-2006. 

[No. L-l 1012/36/2QQ3-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEPX)RE THE PRESIDING OFFK^ER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMH^INDUSIRIALTRIBUNAL-CIJM 
LABOUR COURT-II, RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N.Rai. LD.No.31/2004 

In the Matter of:— 

Shri Joginder Singh & 27 others, 

C/o. Airport Employees Union, 

3, V.P. House, Rafi Marg, 

New Delhi 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager (P), 

IGI Airport Authority of India, 

Terminal-11, 

New Delhi 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. I>ll(H2/36/ 
2003-IR(M), Central Government dated 20-023804 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the de man d of the union for regularisation 
of Shri Joginder Singh and 28 others (list enclosed) 
with the management of Airport Authority of India, 
New Delhi on the basis of Ministry of Labour 
Notification No. 1114(E), dated 16-11-1999is justified? 
If yes, to what relief the workmen are entitled to and 
from which date.” 


The workmen have filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it is stated that the Ministry 
of Labour, Government of India, vide its order 
No.1^11012/36/2003-IR(M) dated 20-02-2004 referred the 
industrial dispute by framing the following terms of 
reference for compulsory adjudication: 

“Whether the demand of the union for regularisation 
of Shri Joginder Singh and 28 others (List enclosed) 
with the management of Airport Aurthonty of India, 
New Delhi on the basis of Ministry of Labour 
Notification No.l 114(E), dated 16-11-1999 is justified? 
If yes, to what relief the workmen are entitled to and 
from which date.” 

That the petitioner workmen are members of the 
Airport Employees Union (Regd.). The Union has been 
espousing the cause of the workmen for regularisation of 
their services. The list of the workmen, the date of joining, 
the designations, the monthly wages of the workmen are 
listed and placed as Annexure P-1 of this petition. 

That the Airport Authority of India is the principal 
employer. The appropriate Government in relation to 
Airport Authority of India is the Central Government. 

That M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Ltd., 208, 
Meghdoot Building, 94, Nehru Place, New Delhi - 19 
supplied die petitioner workmen with the aid of one M/s. 
A.K. Shay welding works, 3344/5, Gali Pipal Mahadevi, 
Hauz Khas, Delhi - 6. The former is described as contractor 
and the later is described as sub-contractor hereinafter. 
The contract was between M/s. Kriloskar Pneumatic 
Company Limited, Contractor and M/s. Airport Authority 
of India to supply the petitioner workmen. There was no 
role assignable to sub-contractor. The contractor has been 
continuously signing the agreements with the Airport 
Authority of India for supply of manpower for the operation 
and maintenance of AC. Plant at IGI Airport. That even 
though the Airport Authority of India has been taking 
work directly from the workmen and supervising their work, 
it created a sham contract with the contractor. The contractor 
further reached to agreement with various agencies at 
different periods of time to obtain manpower and created a 
sub-contractor and put the obligation on the sub-contractor 
to supply workmen to the Airport Authority of India. The 
layer after layer of contractual relationships are formulated 
and thick spider web is woven to create artificial employer 
employee relationship between the sub-contractor and the 
petitioner workmen with the motive to deny the employer 
and employee relationship between Airport Authority of 
India and the petitioner workmen and also deny the 
regularisation of services of the petitioner workmen with 
Airport Authcuity.ofJiidia. In.fact the petitioner workmen 
have been workiiigrfrona the date of their initial joining with 
the Airport Authority of India under the daily supervision 
of tire permanent offidals of Airport Authority of India. 
The petitioner workmen have been working continuously 
without any break irrespective of change of sub-contractor 
at different periods and some of the workmen have been 
working for more than a decade. 

That the petitioner workmen even though working 
directly under supervision of the officers of Airport 
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Authority oi India, have been shown as contract labour, 
fhe petitioner workmen joined the establishment of Airport 
Authority of India on various dates as mentioned in 
Annexure P-1 of this petition as AC. Plant supervisors, 
mechanics, electricians, operators; and helpers. Irrespective 
jf the change of sub-contractor, the workmen continued in 
their employment The petitioner workmen passed the 
courses prescribed for the posts, which they have holding 
to maintain and operate the A.C. Plant. The A.C. Plant is 
installed to provide A.C. facilities in the building which is 
used by the Airport Authority of India for its day to day 
functioning. 

All the petitioner workmen have been continuously 
vorkiog without any break from the date of their joining 
and the nature of job is day to day maintenance and 
operation of air conditioning plant of Airport Authority of 
India installed at IGI Airport in the Airport Authority of 
India Complex at Rangpuri, New Delhi. The petitioner 
workmen have the duty hours from 8.30 am to 5.00 pm, 
Sunday is the weekly off. On the public holidays and 
gazetted holidays, the building is remained closed as those 
being the holidays of the Airport Authority of India and 
the workmen also get holidays without pay. 

The jobs of the petitioner workman include to 
maintain A.C. Plant installed in Airport Authority of India 
building. During the maintenance the workmen have to 
read the various meters of A.C. Plant every hour and record 
the same on the log book. If there is any deviation appears 
after meter reading the fault has to be found out 
immediately and the same has to be set right. If there is any 
fault, which requires the replacement of parts the required 
parts may be requisitioned by the petitioner workers by 
applying to J.E. & A.E. of the Airport Authority of India, 
who sit in the main building of the Airport Authority of 
India. After installing the new parts and rectifying the faults 
of A/C Plant by the workmen the old and defective parts 
will be returned to J.E. and A.E. By this description, it can 
be infen-ed that the job is permanent and perennial in nature 
and the job is supervised by the officials of Airport 
Authority of India. The A.C. Plant operates throughout 
the year. 

That the petitioner workmen have been paid the 
minimum wages as notified by the Govt. ofNCT of Delhi 
from time to time. ESI and PF deductions are made. The 
petitioner workmen are some times asked to do over time, 
but they are paid only single rate wages. 

That the Contract Labour Board (Central), a statutory 
body studied the conditions of the contract labour working 
in operations of A.C. Plant and after hearing all the 
concerned parties came to conclusion that contract labour 
system has to be abolished in the category of A.C. Plant in 
the establishment of Airport Authority of India. While 
coming to this decision, the Contract Labour (Board) 
considered all the stipulated conditions under Section 10(2) 
of the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970. 
Finally, the Contract Labour Board (C) recommended the 
abolition of contract labour system in the category of A.C. 
Plant maintenance and operation in the establishment of 
Airport Authority of India and sent the recommendations 
to the Centra! Government The Central Government, by 


virtue of powers vested with it under Section 10(1) of 
Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 after 
due considerations came to conclusion and abolished the 
contract labour system in the category of A.C. Plant 
operations in the establishment of Airport Authority of 
India and the same has been published in Gazettee vide 
No. S.O.l 114(E), dated 16th November, 1999. BY virtue of 
this notification, the contract labour system in the category 
of A.C. Plant operation in the establishment of Airport 
Authority of India has been prohibited. 

That one more similar A.C. Plant is being operated 
by the Airport Authority of India. In that near about 50 
workmen have been working to operate the A.C. Plant. All 
these workmen are permanent employees and they are 
enjoying the scale of pay, which is near about Rs.15,000/- 
per month and also they have been enjoying all other 
amenities including security of job. The nature of duties of 
these permanent employees and the petitioner workmen is 
the same. 

That the job rendered by the petitioner workmen is 
permanent and perennial in nature. It is necessary for the 
industry. Hence, the petitioner workmen are entitled to 
regularisation of their services. 

The union, i.e. Airport Employees Union (Regd.), in 
its working committee meeting dated 09-10-2001 decided 
to espouse the industrial dispute regarding regularisation 
of the services of the petitioner workmen. 

The respondent/management has filed written 
statement. In the written statement it is stated that in the 
instant case, the Central A.C. system was installed by 
M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Company Limited who was 
originally equipment manufacturer, in the premises of the 
respondent/management. During the period of guarantee 
as well as after the period of guarantee the said equipment 
was maintained by the manufacturer i.e. M/s, Kirloskar 
Pneumatic Co. Limited as per the terms and conditions of 
annual maintenance contract entered by and between the 
respondent/management and the manufacturer i.e. M/s. 
Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Limited. 

That it is further submitted that the Contract of 
maintenance was on a printipal-to-principal basis and it 
was the responsibility and liability of the manufacturer/ 
contractor i.e. M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Ltd. to execute 
the work awarded to them by the respondent/management. 
In order to discharge its contractural obligation for 
maintenance of A.C. Plant and equipments, the 
manufacturer has been deploying manpower on the site. 
The said manpower was engaged by the manufacturers 
and they were working under the administrative control 
and supervision of the manufacturer. The respondent/ 
management was not entitled to exercise any supervision 
or control over the manpower deployed by the manufacturer. 

The respondent/management most respectfully 
submits that there was no employer-employee relation 
between the petitioners/workmen and respondent/ 
management. TTie petitioners/workmen were the employees 
of M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Ltd. and deployed by 
them in the premises of respondent/management for 
rendering maintenance services as per terms and conditions 
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of annual maintenance contract The matter of appointment 
service condition and termination of the workman is/was 
controlled and supervised solely by the manufacturer/ 
contractor, who was their employer for all purposes and 
intents. It is further submitted that the contract was on a 
principal to principal basis and it was the responsibility 
and liability of the contractor i.e. M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic 
Co. Ltd. to execute the work awarded to them by the 
respondent/management. 

That on 01-04-2004 a fresh contract for operation 
and maintenance of Central Air-conditioning plant was 
awarded to M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Ltd. for the period 
of 01-04-2004 to 31-03-2005. However, M/s. Kirloskar 
Pneumatic Co. Limited informed the respondent/ 
management only on 26-04-2004 that they'will not be above 
to provide their services for the operation and maintenance 
of central air-conditioning system. 

That since M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Limited has 
withdrawn their services on their own the respondent/ 
management has explored all possibilities by holding 
discussion and meetings with representative of the 
M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. limited to continue the work. 
But no fruitful results came out. At last the respondent/ 
management has requested to M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic 
Co. Limited to carry out the work for this summer season, 
as the respondent/management is in process to replace the 
existing AC Plant after that no backup support'will be 
needed for these equipments. But M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic 
Co. Limited refused to continue. The special situation arose 
due to above circumstances, then the appointed and 
authorised sub-contractor of M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. 
Limited i.e. M/s. Akshay Welding has been asked to carry 
out the operation and maintenance for three months by 
awarding a separate new contract till the time respondent/ 
management made alternative arrangements. 

That it was decided by the respondent/management 
to replace the existing chilling units and cooling towers 
with the most modem energy efficient micro-processor 
based machinery and equipments. Accordingly, tenders 
were invited for replacement of machines and equipments 
as mentioned above. The respondent/management thus, 
awarded the contract for replacement of central A.C. Plant 
with most modern micro-processed based machinery to 
M/s, Blue Star Limited through a call of open tender. In this 
contract the all inclusive operation and maintenance of 
high side equipment is also given for 7 years i.e. one year 
pre guarantee period after provisional take over of one 
year during defect liability period from the date of 
completion and operation inclusive maintenance after 
warranty period is over for 5 years, commencing from the 
expiry of defect liability period as respondent/management 
do not have the expertise and technical know now of these 
equipments. The M/s. Blue Star Limited has already started 
the replacement of existing M/s. KPC Limited made AC 
Plants. The new plain is fikely to be commissioned by 
February, 2005. M/s. Blue Star Limited has imported these 
machinery/equipment from USA and they will carry out 
the operation and maintenance of these equipments 
through their own technical personnel. 


That in the meanwhile a fresh tender for six months 
was invited with reduced scope of work. Accordingly, the 
aforesaid work was awarded to M/s- Dual Engineers by the 
respondent/management for the period 01-07-2004 to 
31-12-2004 and vide letter dated 25-06-2004, the respondent/ 
management conveyed its acceptance to the offer of 
M/s- Dual Engineers. The said contract had to be extended 
till 23-01-2005 because of the interim order passed by this 
Hon’ble Tribunal on 12-10-2004 whereby this Honble 
Tribunal directed the answering respondent that the 
petitioner/workmen will not been removed. The new 
machinery will become operative as soon as the winter 
season is over. 

That it is the respectful submissions of the 
respondent/management that the contract executed with 
M/s. Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Ltd. was on a principal to 
principal basis and was neither sham nor camouflage. The 
M/s. KPC Limited is a separate entity independent of the 
responden t/management and had the requisite work force 
and specialisation in executing the subject matter. 

That the respondent/management respectfully submits 
that the petitioners/workmeh were never the employees of 
the respondent/management i.e. Airport Authority of India. 
Admittedly, they were all the employees of the Contractors. 
The matter of appointment, service conditions, and 
termination of the services of petitioners/workmen was 
controlled and supervised by the contractor only. As per 
the contract, the contract was liable to pay remuneration, 
Insurance contributions etc. to the petitioners/workmen 
and the contractor alone was responsible for the same. It is 
further evident from the bonus-sheet for the period of 
2003-04 and No Dues Claim Certificate that the petitioners/ 
workmen were the employees ofauthorised sub contractor 
of M/s. KPC limited i.e. M/s. Akshay Welding and are 
now employed by M/s. Dual Engineers. And thereafter, 
M/s. Dual Engineers is exercising control and supervision 
over the work of the petitioners/workmen, which is further 
evident from the attendance sheet maintained by M/s. Dual 
Engineers. 

That the respondent/management respectfully 
submits that the petitioners/workmen were the employees 
of the contractor and not of the resppndent/management. 
It is further submitted that the placement, appointment, 
supervision and payment of wages etc. were all the 
responsibility of the contractor which is evident from the 
terms and conditions of the contract; The contract between 
the respondent/management and the contractors is on a 
principal to principal basis and it is the responsibility of 
the contractor to provide necessary supervision and control 
over its employees. 

That Ministry of Labour vide its notification 
No.l 114(E) dated 16-11-1999, inter-alia, prohibited 
employment of contract labour in the jobs, operations or 
processes specified in the schedule to the aforesaid 
notification in the establishment onthe respondent/ 
management. 

That it is most respectfully submitted by the 
respondent/management that the case of the respondent/ 
management falls within the exception carved out in the 
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notification No.l 14(E) dated 16-11-1999, whereby the 
provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) 
Act, 1970 were made applicable to certain organisations in 
respect of certain activities specified therein. It is further 
submitted that the job of maintenance and operation of air 
conditioning plant was undertaken by the manufacturer/ 
original supplier as part of supply arrangements. It is further 
submitted that the contract between the respondent/ 
management and the manufacturer/contractor was an 
annual maintenance contract therefore, the said notification 
was not applicable to the case of the respondent/ 
management. 

That even otherwise, the said notification was 
quashed by the Honble High Court of Delhi vide its order 
dated 22-11-2001. That the aforesaid order dated 
22-11-2001 passed by the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi was 
challenged by the Airport Employees Federation of India 
by way of filing an LPA bearing No. 530/2002. 

The Hon’ble Division Bench was pleased to dismiss 
the aforesaid appeal vide its order dated 24-07-2002. 

That the aforesaid order dated 24-07-2002passed by 
the Hon’ble Division Bench was challenged by one 
Shri S. Shivaraman byway of filing an SLP bearing No. 956/ 
2003. The Honble Division Bench was pleased to dismiss 
the aforesaid SLP vide its order dated 13-01-2003. 

That in view of the above, it is appearing that at the 
time of issuance of the reference order, no notification 
existed in the eyes of law and the reference order has been 
made mechanically and without application of mind. As 
such the reference order made by the Central Government 
is bad in law and liable to be quashed outrightly. 

That however, despite being aware of the above 
factual and legal position, petitioners/workmen raised an 
alleged industrial dispute against the respondent/ 
management and consequent upon failure report submitted 
by the Conciliation Officer, the following terms of reference 
was made by the Central Government for adjudication to 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of the union for regularisation 
of Shri Joginder Singh and 28 others (List enclosed) 
with the management of Airport Authority of India, 
New Delhi on the basis of Ministry of Labour 
Notification No.lll4(E) dated 16-11-1999 is justified? 
If yes, to what relief the workmen are entitled to and 
from which date.” 

That the reference has been made without impleading 
the contractors who are necessary parties to the alleged 
industrial dispute and the aforesaid dispute cannot be 
adjudicated without impleading the employers of the 
petitioners/workmen. 

fn view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances it is 
most respectfully submitted that there is no claim for any 
relief to the petitioners against the answering respondent 
for their becoming the employees of answering respondent 
for their regularisation and/or continuity of their services 
from answering respondent. 

That the appropriate government failed to appreciate 
that the case of the respondent/management falls within 


the exception carved out in the notification No. 1114(E) 
dated 16-11-1999. It is most respectfully submitted that the 
said notification was not applicable to the case of the 
respondent/management. 

That the impugned terms of reference dated 
20-02-2004 has been made mechanically and without 
application of mind and is liable to be set aside. The 
appropriate government further failed to appreciate that 
the notification dated 16-11-1999, having been quashed/ 
set aside in the writ proceedings, is no longer in existence 
at the time of issuing the reference order. Thus, the reference 
based on the same is liable to be set aside outrightly. 

That there is no employer-employee relationship 
between the petitioner/workmen and the respondent/ 
management The petitioners/workmen have been the 
employees of the contractor who are having a contract 
with the respondent/management on principal to principal 
basis. It is an admitted position that the PF and ESI of the 
petitioners/workmen have been deducted and deposited 
by their employer and not by the respondent/management. 

That it is submitted that the present claim as filed by 
the petitioners/workmen is untenable, as no relationship 
of Employer and Employees ever existed between the 
petitioners/workmen and the respondent/management. The 
petitioners/workmen continue to be the employees of the 
contractor and thus if any claims are to be preferred, they 
have to be preferred only against the contractor. It is 
respectfully submitted that the petitioners/workmen have 
been appointed by the contractor, who was responsible 
for selecting his employees as per his own requirement. 
Further it was only die responsibility of the contractor to 
supervise and to take disciplinary action in case of any 
breach/misconduct, if any, committed by its employees. It 
was the responsibility of the contractor to organize and 
regulate its respective employees/claimants. The contractor 
was responsible for the payment of remuneration to its 
respective employees. Further uniform of the employees, 
insurance policy, provisions related to EPF, ESI payment 
and bonus are all the responsibility of the contractor under 
the contract. It is pertinent to mention that in view of the 
aforesaid, the contractor was the ultimate authority in so 
far as the question of appointment, dismissal, new 
appointment, working of the employees/daimants in the 
present case were concerned. 

That the present reference is bad in law for the non¬ 
joinder of necessary parties and the same is liable to be 
struck down by this Honhle Tribunal as the contractor 
namely M/s. KPC Limited, M/s. Akshay Welding Works 
and M/s, Dual Engineers have not been arrayed as party. 
The present reference has erroneously been made qua 
Airport Authority of India and not qua die contractor who 
are both the proper and necessary party. 

That the petitioners/workmen are guilty of 
suppression of material facts and have tried to obtain unjust 
enrichment at the cost of M/s. Airport Authority of India 
by misrepresentation. The present reference is liable to be 
struck down on this ground along in as much as the 
petitioners/workmen have not approached this Hon’ble 
Tribunal with clean hands. 
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That the cause of the petitfoners/workmen has not 
been espoused by any trade union which is registered 
under the Trade Union Act nor by any substantial 
number of workmen. Hence, the order of reference is liable 
to be quashed as no industrial dispute exists between the 
parties. 

That the Hon'ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
entertain the present claim as the petitioners/workmen are 
not covered under any of the provision of the ID Act, 
hence the claim statement is liable to be rejected and 
reference order be declared as void and null 

The union has filed rejoinder. In rejoinder the union 
has reiterated the averments of claim statement and has 
denied most of the paras of the written statement The 
management has also denied most of the paras of the claim 
statement. 

The Union on behalf of the workman was directed to 
file affidavit by 03-10-2005 but the union has not filed it till 
20-07-2006. Evidence was closed and management was 
heard. The Union has failed to file affidavit in support of 
the claim statement The Union has Ailed to prove itsdatm. 

The reference is replied thus:— 

The demand of the union for regularisatfon of Shri 
loginder Singh and 28 others (List enclosed) with the 
management of Airport Authority of India, New Delhi on 
the basis of Ministry of Labour Notification No.l 114(E) 
dated 16-11-1999is not justified. The workmen applicants 
are not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

Date:25-07-2006. 

M 2 3TTOT, 2006 
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[U 12012/165/1997-3^ 

k. kiwm, 

New Delhi, the 2nd August 2006 

S.O. 3495.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), foe Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
53/1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the annexuie in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of Canara 
Bank, and their workman, which was recdved by the Central 
Government on2-8-2006. 

[No. L42012/165/1997-IR (B-II)] 
C GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSrnUALTRffiUNAIXXTM-LABOUR COURT, 

“SHRAM SANDAN” 

m MAIN, ffl CROSS, IIPHASlE,TUMKURROAD, 
YESHWANTHPUR, BANGALORE-560022 

Dated: 19th July, 2006 
PRESENT 

SHRI AR.SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
CR. No. 53/1998 

IPARTY II PARTY 

Shri An&nda Theertha, The General Manager, . v 

S/o K.B. Krishana Murthy, Canara Bank Circle Office, 
Door No. 59, Indiranagar, 86-M.G. Road, 

Bidadi Taluk, Bangalore560001 

Ramnagar-562109 

APPEARANCES 

1st Party ShriVSNaik, 

Advocate. 

2nd Party Shri T.R.K. Prasad, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order. No. L-12012/165/97-IR (B-II) dated 4th June, 1998 
for adjudication on foe following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

‘Whether the action of the management of Canara 
Bank in terminating the services of Shri Ananda 
Theertha is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?"' 

2. The case of the first party workman, as made out 
in the Claim Statement, relevant for the purpose is that he 
was appointed as a Temporary Sub Staff w.e.f. 4-10-1982 in 
the Bidadi branch of the management bank and worked up 
till 1989 and thereafter he was engaged as a Coolie and 
worked as such till he was refused employment w.e.f.1-1- 
1992; that he worked continuously for a period of more 
than 240 days in each calendar year but his services were 
terminated from 1-1-1992 without valid grounds. He raised 
the dispute before foe ALC(C), Bangalore and the 
conciliation proceedings ended in failure and the Labour 
Ministry refused to make reference to this tribunal on the 
ground that dispute was belated for a period of about 10 
years. He approached the Hon’ble High Court by way of 
writ petition and under the orders of foe High Court foe 
present reference came to be made to this tribunal. 
Therefore, he contended that he worked as a daily wager 
during the aforesaid period continuously and was also 
responsible for mobilizing foe deposits during the period 
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January 1984 to August 1984 as evident from the letter 
dated 17-5-1985 addressed by the Divisional Manger to 
the Senior Manager of Bidadi branch and also the letter 
dated 31-7-1991 addressed by the Manager to the 
Divisional Manger, Bangalore. Therefore, he submitted 
that the action of the management in terminating his service 
was a clear case of retrenchment as defined under section 
2(oo) of the ID Act and since there was no compliance of 
Section 25 F of the ID Act it amounts to illegal termination 
liable to be set aside by this tribunal. 

3, The management by its counter statement not 
disputing the fact that the first party worked with the bank 
in the beginning as a daily wager and then as a Coolie on 
daily wage basis during period from 1982 till 1991, however, 
contended that he worked for 78 days in the year 1982,84 
days in the year 1983,88 days in the year 1984,85 days in 
the year 1985,52 days in the year 1986,81 days in the year 
1987,27 days in the year 1990 and 4 days in the year 1991. 
The management contended that in no calendar year the 
first party worked continuously for a period of 240 days 
and more and that he was not entitled to be empanelled as 
a daily wager in not fulfilling norms for employment as per 
the prescribed rules and procedures of the bank. He is 
also not entitled to be considered for the purpose of 
permanent post of sub staff for the reason that for the 
appointment of sub staff, the bank is required to follow 
the prescribed procedure and the service conditions which 
are popularly known as Award Staff governed by Shastry 
Award, Desai Award and Bipartite Settlement entered into 
between the unions from time to time. Therefore, the 
management contended that in discontinuing the services 
of the first party in the month of December 1991, there 
being no work available to the first party on temporary 
basis, the action of the management does not amount to 
retrenchment or illegal termination attracting the provisions 
of Section 2(oo) read with Section 25F of the ID Act. As 
far as letter dated 3-1-1985 mentioning the fact that the 
first party worked for a period of 276 days during the year 
1984 which has been very much relied upon by the first 
party to show that he has worked for a period of more than 
240 days in the said period. The management contended 
that it is letter fabricated by the first party himself. In the 
result the management requested this tribunal to dismiss 
the reference. 

4. During the course of trial, the management 
examined MW1, Sr. Branch Manager, Bidadi branch giving 
the evidence based on records and his statement in 
examination chief relevant for the purpose is that the first 
party never worked for 240 days and more during any 
calendar year and he also deposed as to actual working 
days of the first party during the years 1982 to 1991. He 
stated that appointment of the first party as a sub staff as 
per EX. Ml was for a specific period from 4-10-1982 to 
18-10-1982. He then referred to the register at EX. M2 
maintained for the purpose of payment of Bonus to the 


daily wage workers and others and also the register at EX. 
M3 showing the actual working days and the daily wages 
paid to the Temporary employees during the year 1989 to 
4th July 1992. The register at EX. M2 is from 1982 to 1994. 
Coming to the above said letter marked at EX. M5 he stated 
that the first party did not work for a period of 276 days in 
the year 1984 and it is the letter created by the first party 
by pasting a chit in the name of Sr. Manager upon his own 
name written on the top of that said letter. He then referred 
to the representations of the first party as per EX. M4 & 
EX. M5. In his cross examination he denied the suggestion 
that the first party worked continuously from 1980 to 1992 
and then stated that he worked from 1980 to 1987 and then 
for the years 1990 and 1991 and did not work at all in the 
year 1992. When was confronted with the letter at EX. M5 
he stated that it is not a genuine letter and it is concocted 
by the first party and that no action has been taken on EX. 
M5 against the first party. 

5. The first party filed his affidavit by way of 
examination chief once again reiterating the fact that he 
worked under the management right from the year 1982 till 
the year 1992, initially, working as a sub staff then working 
as a coolie and was also responsible for mobilizing the 
deposits during the year 1984 and that his services have 
been terminated by the management without following 
the legal procedure. In his cross examination the first party 
in no uncertain words admitted that he worked for 78 days 
in the year 1982,84 days in the year 1983,88 days in the 
year 1984,85 days in the year 1985, 52 days in the year 
1986,81 days injhe year 1987. He worked for 27 days in 
the year 1990 and 4 days in the year 1991 but denied the 
suggestion that he worked for the aforesaid periods 
intermittently and not continuously and that he did not 
work during the years 1988 & 1989 at all. He admitted that 
he has been paid bonus for the period shown in the bonus 
register at Ex. M2 and also has been paid wages as per Ex. 
M3 register for the days he worked. However, he denied 
the suggestion that except for the period the bonus was 
paid as per Ex. M2, he has not worked beyond that period. 

6. Learned counsel for the management Shri T R K 
Prasad vehemently argued that first of all it is not a case of 
termination of the services of the first party by the 
management so as to establish that the management was 
justified or not justified in terminating his services. He 
submitted that in the beginning for few months as per 
Ex. Ml first party was appointed as a sub staff and after 
the expiry of the period shown in the said appointment 
order, his services are being engaged by the management 
bank as a Coolie on daily wage basis and that during the 
period from 1982 to 1991 in no calendar year the first party 
worked for a period of 240 days and more so as to attract 
the provisions of Section 2(oo) read with Section 25F of 
the 10 Act. He contended that the letter at Ex. M5 relied 
upon by the first party showing that he worked for a period 
of 276 days in the year 1984, first of all will not help the 
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case of the first party as the first party in order to attract 
the aforesaid provisions of law in the first instance has to 
prove that he worked for a period of 240 days and more 
during the 12 calendar months immediately preceding his 
alleged termination of the services. Even otherwise the 
letter at Ex. MS is a fabricated letter prepared by the first 
party himself addressed in the name of Dy. General 
Manager purporting to have been written by the Sr. Branch 
Manager, Canara Bank, Bidadi Branch. He got a chit typed 
in the name of Sr. Manager, Canara Bank and pasted it over 
his own name written on (fye said letter and therefore, it will 
not help the case of the first party to substantiate his case. 
He also argued about the procedure prescribed for the 
purpose of appointment of sub staff or listing the name of 
temporary sub staff in the panel prepared by the bank and 
for the purpose of appointment of temporary peon on 
permanent basis. He argued that first party is neither entitled 
to empanel as a daily wager nor as a permanent employee, 
his services being utilized by the bank temporarily for 
intermittent period as a Coolie on daily wage basis. 

7. Whereas, learned counsel for the first party Shri 
Ramesh for Shri V.S. Naik with an equal vehemence 
contended that the first party must succeed in the case on 
the basis of the aforesaid letter at Ex. M5 itself and he 
termed the said document as a trump card supporting the 
case of the first party. He also referred to the letter at 
Ex. M4 given by the first p^rty on 23-1-1989 wherein he 
requested the bank to provide him a job as a sub staff. He 
then referred to the letter at Ex. M6 once again by the first 
party to get his name empanelled in daily wages panel on 
3-1-1996. 

8. After having gone through the records I do not 
find much substance in the arguments advanced for the 
first party. The facts very much admitted by the first party 
himself in his cross-examination would make it abundantly 
clear that in no calendar year between 1982 to 1992 he 
worked continuously for a period of240 days and more. In 
the first part of his cross-examination as noted above, in 
very clear terms he admitted that he worked for 78 days in 
the year 1982,84 days in the year 1983,88 days in the year 
1984,85 days in the year 1985,52 days in the year 1986,81 
days in the year 1987,27 days in the year 1990 and 4 days 
in the year 1991. Although the first party also contended 
that in the years 1988 and 1989 also he worked with the 
management bank but there is absolutely no record coming 
forth on his part to speak to the said fact. The above said 
statement of first party made by way of admission in his 
cross-examination also gets very much support from the 
two registers produced by the management namely the 
bonus register and the register maintained for the purpose 
of payment of wages to the temporary employees. The Bonus 
register at Ex. M2 would very much support the contention 
of the management that the first party worked during the 
above said period for the days he had spoken to in his 
statement in cross-examination as per the case of the 


management made out in the Counter Statement as well as 
in the statement of MW1. Similarly, the management took 
support of the register at Ex. M3 to show that for whatever 
period the first party worked, he has been paid wages as per 
the entries made in the said register. On going through the 
entries made in the bonus register as well as in the register 
maintained for the payment of wages, it is very much evident 
that the first worked with the management either as a daily 
wager or as a temporary coolie on daily wage basis for the 
period he has spoken to and admitted in his aforesaid 
statement in cross-examination. As argued for the first party 
himself his trump card is the letter at EX.M5 said to have 
been written by Sr. Manager to Dy. General Manger 
wherein it is mentioned that the first party worked for a 
period of276 days from 1-1-1984 to 31-12-1984. On going 
through the said letter 1 find substance in the arguments 
advance for the management that this letter in fact initially 
was addressed by the first party himself to the Dy. General 
Manager and it is over and above his name a typed chit in 
the name of Sr. Manager was pasted so as to make it 
appear that it was sent by the Sr.Manager to the Dy. General 
Manager. That apart, the fact said to have been mentioned 
in the said letter saying that the first party worked for 276 
days in the year gets belied and negatived in the very 
statement of the first party in his cross- examination, 
wherein in unequivocal words he admitted that during the 
year 1984 he worked for 88 days. This statement as noted 
above, also has been very much corroborated by the 
management evidence produced by way the aforesaid two 
registers, one meant for payment of bonus and another 
meant for payment of daily wages to the temporary 
workers. The fact that he worked for 276 days in the year 
1984 also does not get support from his own letter dated 
23-1-1989 wherein he gave details of working days as a 
daily wager during the years 1984 to 1988. He did not 
disclose the number of days he worked with the bank 
during the years 1983 to 1988 though he has disclosed the 
number of days he worked for the period from 1980 to 
1983. Therefore, from the statement of MW1 who has given 
the number of days during the period 1980 to 1991 and not 
disputed by the first party in his cross-examination, from 
the admissions of first party himself in his cross- 
examination as noted above, and from the documents 
produced by the management referred to supra, it gets 
very much clear that the first party did not work with the 
management bank continuously for a period of 240 days 
and more in any of the calendar year during the period 
from 1980 to 1991 or 1992. It is also not in dispute that 
when his services were terminated in the month of 
December 1991 i.e. w.e.f. 1-1-1992 the working days on which 
he worked with the management bank in 1991 were hardly 
four days. During the year 1990 as noted above, he worked 
hardly for 27 days. Therefore, undisputedly the first party 
did not work for a period of240 days and more continuously 
during the block period of four months in the year 1991 
immediately before his services were terminated by the 
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management by way of refusal of work to him on daily 
wage basis. The fact that he worked as a sub staff initially 
under the appointment letter at Ex. Ml undisputedly for a 
specific period from 4-10-1982 to 18-10-1982 will not be 
coming to the rescue of the first party to claim himself to 
be a sub staff of bank as undisputedly subsequent to the 
above said period in his own words he had been working 
with the bank as a Coolie on daily wage basis. The very 
fact that he made a representation dated 3-1-1996 as per 
Ex. M6 making a request for inclusion of his name in the 
daily wagers panel could make it abundantly clear that his 
name also did not appear in the daily wages panel at any 
point of time and that he continued to work with the bank 
only as a Coolie on daily wage basis, that too, for the 
period mentioned as per his own admissions made in cross- 
examination. Therefore, having regard to the fact 
undisputed that the first party did not work for a period of 
240 days and more during any block period of 12 months 
continuously, provisions of Section 2(oo) read with Section 
25F of the ID Act are not at all attracted in this case. In the 
result it cannot be said that it was a case of retrenchment 
or illegal termination and that the management was not 
justified in terminating his Services without the compliance 
of Section 25 F of the ID Act. However, having regard to 
the undisputed fact that initially the first party was 
appointed as a sub staff as per Ex. Ml and for a length of 
period he worked under the management as a daily wager, 
it appears to me that ends of justice will be met if the 
management is called upon to enlist the name of the first 
party in the daily wagers panel maintained by it and to 
provide him the work on daily wage basis as and when it is 
available along with the other daily wagers empanelled. 
Hence the following award : 

AWARD 

The referemce stands dismissed. The management 
is however asked to empanel the name of the first party in 
the panel of daily wagers and provide him work on daily 
wage basis subject to availability of the work along with 
other daily wagers shown in the said panel. No cost. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 19th July 2006) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ 2 3TW, 2006 

W.3JT. 3496.-3^1Pl* arfafwT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) tJKT 17 ^ TTWR 

cjFfoirf ^ Spjsfa ^ 3fcj)Pl* Iwt 3 
7TWR sMlPlcfc ^*.-2 ^ 

W 157/1999) 

^ 2-8-06 3TRT *ITf 

[Tl. 12012/12/1999-3TT# 3TR(^-II) ] 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3496. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 157/ 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-New Delhi No. II as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of The 
Branch Manager, OBC Bajpur and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/12/1999-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT I>1DUSTRIALIRIBUNAL>CUM- 
LABOUR COURT- II, RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRAPLACE, NEW DELHI 
Presiding Officer: R. N. RAL I. D. No. 157/1999 

In the matter of:— 

Shri Dharamveer, 

S/o. Shri Bankey Lai, 

Vill: Kajiapura (Rampur), 

Post: Sheesh Garh, 

Distt: Bareilly (UP). 

VERSUS 

1. The Dy. General Manager, 

Oriental Bank of Commerce, 

Bazpur, 

Udham Singh Nagar (UP). 

Z The Dy. General Manager, 

Oriental Bank of Commerce, 

28/1, Nawal Kishore Marg, 

Hazratganj, 

Lucknow (UP). 

3. The Chairman/Managing Director, 

Oriental Bank of Commerce, 

Head Office: Harsh Bhawan, 

E - Block, Connaught Place, 

New Delhi-110001- 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/12/ 
99/lR(B-II) Central Government Dt. 14/19-05-1999 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of Oriental 
Bank of Commerce in terminating the services of Shri 
Dharam Veer, Ex. Temporary Peon-cum-Messenger 
w.e.f. 25-12-1997 is just, fair and legal? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to and from what date” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated that the workman 
was recruited/appointed as a Class-IV employee on 
25-03-1996 by the then Branch Manager in the Oriental 
Bank of Commerce, Branch Bazpur, District Udham Singh 
Nagar. He worked and discharged his duties with utmost 
responsibility and dignity to the satisfaction of all his 
superior officers. 
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That the said workman worked continuously for total 
635 days i.e. 25-12-1997 and was also paid his salary up to 
the month of November 1997. Thereafter his service was 
orally terminated which is against the provisions of Labour 
Laws in as much as neither he was paid one month’s salary 
nor one month’s notice prior to termination of his services. 
Further he was also not paid salary for the month of 
December, 1997. The workman requested/prayed the Branch 
Manager to reinstate him on the said post on several 
occasions. 

That as submitted earlier the termination of workman 
is in total contravention of the provisions of ID Act, 1947, 
as the workman has completed more than 240 days of 
continuous service. It is wholly illegal and null and void as 
such the workman is entitled for reinstatement in service of 
the bank with all consequential benefits as he has no other 
source of income. 

That the workman is also filing the list of all relevant 
documents, list of reliance as well as list of witnesses in 
order to prove his claim that he has infact served in bank 
for 635 days and also got the salary up to November 1997. 

That after removal of the said workman the Bank has 
employed one Shri Deepak Kumar, son of Shri Shiv Oman 
Singh as a Class -IV employee in place of the said workman. 
Therefore, such action of the bank is also in violation of 
provision of section 25 H of the ID Act, 1947. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that there never existed 
employee- employer relationship between the claimant and 
the answering management and hence the reference is liable 
to be rejected on this ground alone. The applicant has 
misrepresented the facts before the court stating therein 
that he was a regular employee of the management bank 
whereas the applicant was not in the employment of the 
management bank and no appointment letter or termination 
letter was ever issued to him by the management, hence 
the present reference is liable to be rejected. 

It is wrong and denied that the claimant was 
appointed as Class-IV employee on 25-3-1996 as has been 
made out in the claim statement. It is further stated that the 
management bank is a nationalised bank and the procedure 
for recruitment of subordinate staff has to be routed 
through Employment Exchanges against the indent placed 
by the bank. 

It is wrong and emphatically denied that the workman 
was in the employment of the bank from25-12-1997 or that 
he worked for a period of 635 days with the management 
bank as its employee. Since the claimant was never in the 
employment of the bank, the contention on his behalf that 
he was orally terminated from the bank is wrong and hence 
vehemently denied. It is stated that the claimant be put to 
strict proof of his employment with the management bank. 

That the contents of para 3 insofar as they relate to 
matter of record are not disputed. However, it is stated that 
there has been no violation of the provisions of labour law, 
as has been alleged in this para. It is again reiterated that 
the claimant was never in the employment of the 
management bank and hence the whole basis of reference 
to this Hon*ble Tribunal is misconceived and liable to be 


rejected. It is stated that as per the scheme framed in the 
Government guidelines and as laid down in the BPS dated 
19-10-1966 the bank has a right to appoint temporary 
employee for limited period of work which is of essentially 
temporary in nature or who is employed temporarily as an 
additional workman in connection with the temporary 
increase of work of permanent nature. The claimant might 
be one of such employee. 

It is stated that the claimant has not worked with the 
management. It is stated that the management-bank has its 
own recruitment policy and guidelines which cannot be 
overlooked. It is further stated that the management is a 
public sector bank and has to act in accordance with the 
provision of the Constitution. The provision of 
retrenchment are not applicable in the case of the claimant 
as his engagement was purely on causal basis. 

There is no violation of section 25 H of the ID Act, 
1947 and there is no discrimination which has been caused 
by the bank to the claimant. It is wrong and denied that the 
respondents have employed Shri Deepak Kumar in place 
of the claimant. 

The workman-applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he worked continuously for a total period of 635 days till 
25-12-1997. He was engaged as Class-IV employee on 
25-3-1996. The management has terminated the services of 
the workman against the provision of Labour Laws. He has 
not been paid one month’s salary in lieu of notice and 
retrenchment compensation. He has not been paid salary 
for the month of December 1997 though he has completed 
more than 240 days of continuous service. 

It was further submitted that he was serving the bank 
as office Peon. The workman has filed photocopy of his 
attendance from B-52 to B-69. The attendance has been 
certified by Mr. Mohan. The workman has filed 
photocopies of letter dated 27-3-1997 and 29-9-1997. These 
letters have been addressed to the Manager, SB1, Bazpur. 
The workman has put his signature. The management has 
not denied these letters so the letters shall be deemed 
proved. In these letters the bank has asked to furnish 
balance certificate depicting the balance with the SBI, 
Bazpur in the current account 2B/7. The workman 
Dharamvir has put his signature over these letters. These 
letters indicate that he was assigned the work of delivering 
these letters to the appropriate authorities. Paper No. B-77 
is the letter written on letter head of Punjab & Sind Bank by 
Shri Hari Singh asking the workman to report 
on 1-4-1998. 

The case of the workman is that he has been working 
in the respondent/bank in branch Bazpur since 25-3-1996 
and his period of work is from 25-3-1996 to 25-12-1996 so 
he has worked for 240 days at least in the year 1996. 
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1 rivuv^ment witness has admitted in his cross 

• ’» airanatirr. that too t over charge from Mr. B.C. Mishra 
r fr;' he can meal fry the signature of Shri B.C. Mishra. The 
management vntnesa has admitted that the signature on 

PV- 2‘->’ i-s’hs mxmivrc ■->? 5'hri B.C Mishra the then Branch 
}A ?mgar sucl r point B c n *he same page Mr. B.C. Mishra 
‘'he then Branch Manage* has attested the signature of 
Dhatssovit wi,i: h f. n;ui at point B. So it is proved that 
■ h ! ' yoifc-'n v-w .-^trusted with die work of delivering 
r registered letters and his signature was attested by the 
Kh Manager, St i B.C, Mishra. 

it v;ai suimitu d from the side of the management 

uiai the photocopy of aiter-dance' register B-52 to B-69 is 
not a copy of register. It is a slip of current 

?ccount of the Orif’-<r3l 

It was v<:; vented fretn the side of the management 
that there is n.o sanctioned post and the workman was 
engaged on need basis,. Ho has not completed 240 days 
work. 

1. vf .5 subr.-i’-cd from, the side of the management 
Hut ihii'dafrnant was never in the employment of the 

management., Hennr the whole basis of his claim is 
misconceived and is liable to be rejected. 

!i was further submitted from the side of the 
management that as per the scheme framed in the 
Government guidelines and laid down in the BPS dated 
19-10-1966 the bank has right to appoint temporary 
employee for lirr-ited period of work which is initially of 
temporary nature. The bank may employ an additional 
workman in connection with the temporary increase of work 
of permanent nature. The claimant was one such employee. 
The respondent/bank has its own recruitment policy and 
guidelines which cannot be overlooked. The respondent/ 
bank is a Public Sector bank and acts according to the 
provisions of the Constitution. The provisions of 
retrenchment are not applicable in the case of the claimant 
as his engagement was purely on casual basis. There is no 
violation of Section 25 H of the ID Act, 1947. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that he has filed photocopy of attendance slip but it has 
been verified by Shri H. Mohan only for 45 days and 
thereafter there if no such verification. No one can get slip 
of current Oriental Bank and put his signature and write his 
name on that slip. That slip is not for the purpose of 
attendance of a workman or an employee. Since the 
attendance slip fiied by the workman has not been attested 
by any official of the bank the workman may have obtained 
it and put his name and signature and date on such 
photocopies. The photo slips of attendance filed by the 
workman are not authentic and on this basis it cannot be 
said that he has put his signature in the attendance register. 
It is not a genuine proof of his attendance. 

It was further submitted that he has filed photocopies 
of two or three letters on which his signatures have been 
verified. He may have been engaged for a short period and 
he may have been given some dak or some registered letters 
as per need. So his engagement was need based. He has 
not proved that anyone else was employed in his place. He 
has named one Shri Deepak Kumar working in his place 


but has not mentioned his name in his affidavit. So he has 
not discharged initial burden of proving that he has worked 
for 240 days. 

It was further submitted that he has admitted in his 
crose-examination that he was initially paid Rs. 300 thereafter 
it was raised to Rs. 600 and finally to Rs. 700. The wages 
which he has admittedly received are not the wages of a casual 
labour or daily rated employee who works for the entire month. 
None can v/ork for the entire month on the wages of Rs. 300 or 
Rs. 600 or Rs. 700. It appears that he was not employed on all 
the days or on all the months of a year. He was employed off 
and on so he was paid initially Rs. 300 and it was raised to 
Rs.600 and then to Rs,700. The minimum wages in the year 
1996-97 would not have been iess than Rs. 4000 to Rs. 5000. 
The amount which he has received shows that he was not a 
daily rated worker for the whole month or for the whoie year 
but work was taken from him off and on when it was required. 
So he has failed to prove that he has worked for 240 days 
either in 1996 or in 1997. 

It was submitted from the side of the counsel of the 
workman that the original paper is in possession of the 
employer bank hence the workman could not produce the 
relevant records to establish his status in the bank but 
impliedly it has been established that he has worked for 
more than 240 days. For attracting Section 25 of the ID Act, 
1947 he has to establish the fact by document that he has 
worked for 240 days. It cannot be proved only by oral 
evidence or by affidavit as has been held by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court. 

The workman applicant has failed to prove the 
assertion of his claim statement so he is not entitled to get 
any relief. It appears that he was given only conveyance 
charges to deliver all the registered letters and Daks as and 
when required so he was paid Rs. 300. 

The reference is replied thus : 

The action of the management of the Oriental Bank 
of Commerce in terminating the services of Shri Dharam 
Veer, Ex. Temporary Peon-cum-Messanger w.e.f. 
25-12-1997 is just, fair and legal. The workman applicant is 
not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 27-7-2006. R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ fe#, 2 3TO, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3497. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/2004) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chandigarh No. II as shown in the aimexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Punjab 
National Bank, and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-l 2012/88/2004-IR (B-13)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri KULDIP SINGH 

Case I. D. No. 39/2004 
Registered on 29-09-2004/30-11-2004 
Date of Decision 19th July, 2006 

Raghbir Signh S/o Shri Hardwari Lai, Bhatta Colony, Near 
Lachhmi Narayan Mandir, Ward No, 12, Distt. Fatehebad 
(Haryana) 

...Petitioner 

The Regional Manager, Punjab National Bank, Hissar 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman : Workman in person 

For the Management : Mr. H. L. Khattar, AR 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No. L- 
I2012/88/2004-IR (B-II) dated 3-9-2004 referred the following 
matter for the consideration of this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of Punjab 
National Bank in terminating the services of Shri 
Raghbir Singh S/o Sh. Hardawri Lai is just and legal? 
If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference remained with the CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court-I, Chandigarh, till 30th November, 2004 when it was 
transferred to this Tribunal and was registered in this 
Tribunal on that day. In response to the notice issued, the 
workman appeared in person whereas the Management 
appeared through Shri Haijit Singh, HRD Officer of the 
Management Bank. The wor kman filed the Claim Petition, a 
copy of which was given to the Management. The 
Management took time to file the Written Statement and it 
was only on 21st March, 2005 that they filed the Written 
Statement, a copy of which, was provided to the workman. 

The record of the file further shows that the workman 
filed his re-application, to what the Management stated in 
the Written Statement. Workman also filed his affidavit 
whereas the Management filed the affidavit of their Witness 
R.K. Makkar in support of their defence to the claim of the 
workman. The workman as well as the witness of the 
Management, Shri R.K. Makkar, appeared as witness and 
proved their affidavits as well as the documents placed on 
record by them. 


As made out in his claim Petition, the grievance of 
the workman is that he was employed as Chowkidar-cum- 
Peon on daily wages by the Management in the year 1972 
and his services were regularized on 29th March, 1975, as 
Peon-cum-Guard against a regular post at Bhattu Kalan. 
Thereafter, he was promoted as Peon-cum Daftari being a 
Matriculate. He, however, performed the duty of Cashier/ 
Clerk during the peak hours of Terrorism at Dabwali and in 
that regard he deposited an amount of Rs.1000 cash, as 
security deposit. 

His further case is that his wife became a patient of 
Mental Depression and remained under the treatment of 
different hospitals including PGI, Rohtak, Ganganagar and 
Tatia Hospital, for 15 years. His two children Komal and 
Yashu Kumar were handicapped suffering from polio and 
they also remained under the treatment of different doctors. 
The daughter Komal was operated upon for a foot problem. 
His mother also suffered from Stomach problem, who finally 
expired on 5th Feb., 2002. In view of the illness of his 
relations he applied for grant of leave to the Management. 
He personally met the officers of Bank and made request, 
but no action was taken in the matter. In support of his 
claim he submitted applications to the Management and 
sought extension of leave. However, he received a short 
notice and reported for duty, but Shri Saran, the Branch 
Manager did not allow him to join the duty for want of 
certificate from Civil Surgeon, Hissar. However, the Civil 
Surgeon refused to issue the same on the grounds that the 
treatment has not been received by his relations from a 
Govt. Hospital. His services were terminated by the 
Management in violation of provisions of Bipartite 
agreements. No aregular inquiry was held in the matter. He 
was not given an opportunity to show his innocence and 
the Management drew illegal presumptions. They did not 
even follow the principle of natural justice and this way the 
order of the Management terminating his services is bad in 
law. The Management also violated the provisions of 
Sec. 25-F, G & N. The workman has prayed^bat he may be 
reinstated in service with full back wages and all service 
benefits. He has also demanded the cost of litigation. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman stating that since the present dispute has not 
been raised by a Trade Union, therefore, it is not an 
Industrial Dispute. Moreover, the workman having 
voluntarily retired from service in terms of Sec. 17- A of the 
fifth Bipartite Settlement therefore, it does not fall in the 
category of Industrial Dispute. It is also their claim that 
since the workman has raised his dispute almost ten years 
from the date of alleged occurrence, which took place on 
12th Sep., 1994, the claim is barred by limitation, and is not 
maintainable as is held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
the case of Nedungadi Bank Ltd. V/s. K. Madhavan Putta 
and Others decided on 28th Jan., 2000. 

On merits it is the claim of the Management that it is 
a wrong claim of the workman that the Management 
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terminated his services without departmental inquiry. As 
this was a case of voluntarily retirement by the workman in 
terms of Section 17, Sub-section (a) of fifth Bipartite 
Settlement, therefore, the Management was not required 
to conduct a departmental inquiry and in the face of that, 
Sec. 25 of the Act does not applicable. Admitting that the 
workman had served the Management for 20 years, but 
denied that he was promoted as Peon-cum-Daftari. 
According to them, being senior among the peons, he was 
made Daftari and also officiated, in the clerical cadre. They 
disputed that the workman had submitted any leave 
application and the claim made by him is wrong. They also 
denied the contents of para 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8, for want of 
knowledge and submitted that the workman had retired 
voluntarily. They furhter claimed that the management has 
not withheld any of the dues of the workman may have 
also claimed that notices were issued to the workman on 
9th Feb. 28th March, 1994 and gave the time to the workman 
to join his duty. According to them the Management was 
not required to hold an inquiry in the matter as it was not 
a case of disciplinary action, nor it was the case of 
termination of services as is made out. According to them 
the workman was given two opportunities to explain his 
position. It is their case that the workman is not entitled to 
any relief, therefore, the reference be answered accordingly. 

In the re-application filed by him, the workman 
contested the claim of the Management that the present 
dispute cannot be raised by him as an individual and that it 
is not the case of Industrial Dispute. He has also contested 
the Judgement referred by the Management is on different 
point and is not applicable in as stated that he has deposited 
Rs. 1000. He reiterated the facts stated in the Claim Petition 
that he is entitled to the relief sought by him. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the arguments made by the parties in writing. I have also 
critically examind the documents placed on record and the 
statement of witnesses recorded in this Tribunal. Reference 
to the documents, statement of witnesses and other evidence 
shall be made at appropriate place. 

There is no dispute about the fact that the workman 
was disengaged from the service of the Management on 
24th April, 1993. The dispute is with regard to the manner 
in which the workman was disengaged from the service. It 
is his claim that the Management terminated his services in 
violation of provisions of the Industrial Dispute Act, 
hereinafter to be referred as, Act. They did not issue him 
any notice before terminating his services nor paid him 
retrenchment compensation. They further voilated the 
provisions of the Act by retaining his juniors in service 
and terminating his service. As against to it the claim of the 
Management is that it was not a case of termination of 
services; and that the workman had abandoned the service 
himself therefore, the reference is bad in law as there 
exists no Inustrial Dispute as defined by the Act According 


to them the disengagement of the workman was in terms of 
Sec. 17 (a) of the fifth Bipartite Settlement, therefore, his 
disengagement was a voluntary retirement. They have not 
disputed that the workman had served them right from a 
year 1978 till April 1993, in different capacities. Their only 
opposition to the claim is on two grounds firstly that the 
disengagement of the workman was a voluntary retirement; 
and that the reference is bad for latches as the workman 
had raised the dispute after about ten years of the 
occurrence. 

As records the claim of the Management that the 
reference is bad for want of delay in raising the dispute, I 
am of the opinion that it was for the appropriate Govt, to 
see whether the application has been made after a long 
delay. The reference in this Tribunal was received in 
September, 2004. The Management has not shown as to 
when the workman had raised the demand notice. There is 
a photocopy of the application alleged to have been made 
by the workman on 02-04-2003 and another application on 
12-09-2003. There is no evidence to show that the workman 
had raised the dispute ten year after the occurrence as the 
reference has reached this court after its passage to 
Assistant Commissioner of Labour (conciliation officer) 
and the appropriate Govt. The Management did not ask 
the workman as to when he had raised the dispute. Thus 
there is no evidence to show that the workman raised the 
dispute after a long time. The reliance of Management on 
the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of the 
Nedungadi Bank Ltd. Vs. K.P. Madhavan Kutty and others, 
reported as “Judgment today 2000(1) SC 388, is misplaced 
as in that case the Hon’ble Supreme Court was of the view 
that there was no rational basis on which the Central Govt, 
exercised power under Section 10 after the lap of seven 
year of dismissal of workman. In the opinion of Hon’ble 
Supreme Court, in the fact and circumstance of case there 
was no justification for condoning the long delay 
Therefore, in that judgment their lordship held the dispute 
a stale one. They, however, left the question open to hold 
as to which of the dispute shall stale one, holding that as 
to when a dispute can be said to stale would depend on the 
facts and circumstances of each case .In the present case, 
as is shown, there are documents placed on record which 
show that the workman was terribly involved in the affairs 
of the family. His mother, two sons, wife and daughter 
were not only sick but some of them were even operated 
upon. The mother died during that period and the wife is a 
mental case, receiving continuous treatment from different 
hospitals. In my opinion the present case is not the case 
like the one which was before the Lordship in the case of 
Nedungadi Bank (Supra).The parliament must have 
pressing reasons not to prescribe any limitation for the 
appropriate Govt, to exercise power under Sec. 10 of Act. It 
cannot be said that the present reference is bad for latches. 
The objection raised by the Management is, therefore, 
rejected. 
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The second plea of the Management is that it was 
not a case of termination of service of the workman rather 
a case of workman having voluntarily retired in terms of 
para 17(a) of fifth Bipartite Settlement. According to them 
the Management issued notice to the workman on 
9-2-1994 and 28th March, 1994 and gave 30 days time to 
join the duties, but the workman did not join his duties nor 
submitted his reply. The workman categorically denied 
haying received the letters dated 9th Feb., & 28th March, 
1994. The Management claimed that those notices were 
sent under R/C, but they have not produced any evidence 
to show that the notices to the workman were sent under 
registered cover so as to draw the presumption of notices 
having been served upon the workman. There is also no 
other evidence on record to draw the presumption of service 
of notices on the workman and in view of this the law laid 
down by the Hon*ble Supreme Court in the case of Syndicate 
Bank V/s General Secretary, Syndicate Bank Staff 
Association and another reported as AIR 2000 SC, 2198 
and relied upon by them is not helpful to the Management. 
As against to it, the law laid down by the Apex Court in the 
case reported as AIR 1999 SC 1351 (Supra) is applicable in 
the facts and circumstances of this case. Interestingly, the 
presiding judge of both the benches was the same. There 
is, therefore, no evidence to show that the Management 
had served the notice on the workman directing him to join 
his duties within 30 days. 

The workman has claimed that he had gone to the 
bank to report for duty, but Mr. Sera, who according to him 
was the Manager of the Management Branch at that time, 
did not allowhim to join his duties. The Management has 
neither produced Mr. Sera to admit or deny the assertion 
nor has denied that there was no person of such name in 
the Employment of Management or that his presence 
cannot be Procured without undue delay and without 
incurring huge expenses. The only witness produced by 
the Management stated nothing in this regard. There is, 
therefore, no rebuttel to the claim of the workman that he 
had gone to report for duty but the concerned Branch 
Manager did not allow him to join his duties on the plea 
that the workman should first produce the certificate of the 
Civil surgeon to support the claim, that the workman could 
not attend to his duties due to the ill health of his family 
members. The workman in his statement stated that since 
he had received the treatment of his family members mostly 
from the private doctors therefore, the Civil Surgeon refused 
to issue the certificate demanded by the Management. 

The workman has further claimed that he had sent in 
application for grant of leave, the fact which is not 
categorically denied by the Management It is also admitted 
by the Management that the workman had put in 20 years 
of service by the time of his disengagement They further 
admitted that the workman performed his duties as a Peon 
and he was made Daifrari, on the basis of the seniority as a 
Peon; and that the workman also worked as Cashier-cum- 


Clerk. This shows that the performance of the workman 
was to the satisfaction of the 1 Management therefore, he 
was given higher responsibilities from time to time. In the 
circumstances it was incumbent upon the Management to 
have inquired into the matter of his absence from duty. The 
Management has utterly failed to prove that they had 
served notice on the workman asking him to join duties 
within 30 days, but he failed to do so, therefore, the 
Management deemed him to have voluntarily retired from 
service. In this view of mine I get support from the judgment 
of Honble Supreme Court in the case of D.K Yadav V/s 
J.M.A Industries Ltd. reported as (1993) 3 SCC 259. The 
judgment relied upon by the Management in the case of 
Syndicate Bank(Supra) is not applicable to the facts of this 
case so is not helpful to them. In that case the Management 
proved that notices under R/C were sent to the workman 
on correct address, but were received back with the report 
of the Postal Authorities. In the present case the 
Management neither claim nor has proved that the notices 
to the workman had been sent under R/C on the correct 
address. 

After going through the pleadings of the parties; the 
evidence produced and the law relied upon by them, I am 
of the opinion that the Management has failed to show 
that the order of termination of services of the workman 
Raghbir Singh was just and legal. The facts proved rather 
show that the Management failed in its duty to observe 
the provisions of Sec.25 (F) of the Act and that of the 
fifth Bipartite Settlement they did not give notice to the 
workman before terminating his services. They did 
not pay him the retrenchment compensation nor 
informed the appropriate Govt, about their intension 
to terminate the services of the workman. The termination 
of services of the workman was, therefore, bad in law and 
is declared so. He is treated to be in service as if there was 
no order of termination of his services. 

Now, the question that arises is as to what relief the workman 
is entitled to? There is neither any claim nor proof that the 
workman remained gainfully engaged from the date of 
termination of his services. It is true that the liability to 
prove that he was not gainfully engaged was that of the 
workman. There has come no positive or negative evidence 
on record in this regard. It has also to be taken into 
consideration that the workman sent Demand Notice to 
the Management a copy of which is on record, almost after 
eight years of his termination from service. Therefore, for 
that period he is not entitled to any back wages. In this 
regard, the law laid down by Hon’ble Supreme Court in the 
case of Ajaib Singh V/s Sirhind Co-operative Marketing- 
cum-Processing Service Society Ltd. and other, reported 
as AIR 1999 SC 1351 can be referred to in support However, 
since his termination from service has been declared as 
bad in law, he is entitled to full back wages from the date of 
his demand notice i.e 16th Oct. 2002, at the rate he was to 
get as if his services had not be terninated. The 
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Management is directed to take him back in service 
immediately and also pay to him the back wages within 3 
months from today failing which the workman shall also be 
entitled to interest on the arrears due at the rate of 9%p.a. 
The award is passed. Let a copy of it be sent to the 
appropriate Govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

3FTF1,2006 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O, 3498.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 114/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-New Delhi No. II as shown in the 
annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management 
of Bank of India and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/10/2004-IR (B-G)] 

C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSITUAL TRIBUNAL CUM 
LABOUR COURT-II, RAJENDRABHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai I.D. No. 114/2004 

In the Matter of:— 

Shri Lokesh Kumar Gupta, 

S/o. ShriT.C. Gupta, 

1/40, Raksha Puram, 

Meerut (UP). I 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager, 

Bank of India, 

Ohsziafcad Zone . 43 Navyug Market, 

Gnaziabad (UP). 


AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/10/ 
2004 -IR(B- II) Central Government Dt 14-6-2004 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 

India in dismissing Shri Lokesh Kumar Gupta, S/o 

Shri T.C. Gupta, Clerk cum Cashier from service w.e.f. 

30-11-2000 is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief 

the workman is entitled to.” 

It transpires from perusal of the record that the 
workman was directed to file affidavit in evidence on 
3-4-2006. But the workman did not file the same on 
3-4-2006,7-6-2006 and 27-7-2006. Opportunity for filing 
affidavit was closed. The management was present all 
along. 

The workman applicant has not filed affidavit in 
support of his claim. The assertion of the claim are not 
proved. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 27-7-2006. R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

*£ 2 arm 2006 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3499.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 61/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-Bangalore as shown in the annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Yijaya Bank and 
their workman, which was received by the Cental 
Government on 2-6-7:006. 

[No. L42012/I35/2003-IR (E-a)j 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFOi^IHECENITlALGOVBRNMEyr 
INDUSTRIAL TRIfUJNALrCUM -IABOURCOURT 
BANGALORE- 560022 

Dated: 21st July, 2006 

PRESENT 

Shri AR. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C JL No. 61/2003 

I PARTY II PARTY 

Smt. Sagaya Rani, Hie Asstt General 

231, Francis Cottage, Manager, 

Behind Anjaneya Temple, Vijaya Bank, 

Kalyan Nagar, Chelikere, Regional Office, No. 19, 

Bangalore- 560033 Primrose Road, 

Shrathi Complex, 
Bangalore-560025 

APPEARANCES 

1st Party : Smt. S. Abiramavalli, 

Advocate. 

2nd Party : Shri Pradeep S. Sawkar, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. Hie Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section 2A of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide orde^No. L- 12012/135/2003/IR (B-Il) dated 
22nd October, 2003 for adjudication on the following 
schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 

Bank in terminating the services of Smt. Sagaya Rani, 

Part time Sweeper w.e.f. 9-9-2000 is legal and justified? 

If not, what relief the disputant is entitled to and 

from which date?” 

2. A very simple case made out by the first party 
workman in her Claim Statement is that she was working as 
a Part time Sweeper with the management bank w.e.f. 28th 
February, 1995, initially, on daily wages at Rs. 25/- and then 
increased to Rs. 30/-, 35/- etc. She was employed as 
permanent Sweeper w.e.f. 1-4-1997 and her salary was raised 
to Rs.1000/- per month. She was discharging her duties to 
the maximum satisfaction of the bank but all of a sudden 
her services were terminated on 9-9-2000 without any notice 
but she was paid a sum of Rs. 3800/- at the time of her 
termination. She approached the bank authorities to get 
her job back but was not taken back. She hailed from a very 
poor family and therefore, she has been finding it extremely 
hard and impossible to manage her family. Therefore, she 
requested this tribunal to pass an award directing the bank 
authority to reappoint her as a full time sweeper in the 
same branch where she was working. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement while 
quoting Paras 20.7,21.20 and sub-clause (c) of Paragraph 


23.15 of Bipartite Settlement, Sastry Award and Desai Award 
have contended that the services of the first party were 
being engaged temporarily in a temporary vacancy caused 
by in the absence of a particular permanent workman. It 
was further contended that as per the rules formulated by 
the Govt of India, the recruitment to the post of subordinate 
category has to be made through the medium of 
Employment Exchange and complying with the reservation 
policy. At Para 4 the management contended that the first 
party was engaged as a temporary part time sweeper w.e.f. 
29-02-1995 on daily wage basis and her engagement came 
to be ended on 3-10-1998 when one Shri Hemanth Kumar, 
recruited as part time sweeper by following the recruitment 
rules had reported for duty. Shri Hemanth Kumar remained 
absent from 25-1-1999 and then first party as a temporary 
Part time sweeper was engaged during the period of 
absence of Shri Hemanth Kumar and her engagement was 
purely on temporary basis; that as per the recruitment rules 
the candidate seeking appointment in the subordinate staff 
category should have completed 18 years of age but below 

26 years of age and whereas the date of birth of the first 
paly was mentioned as 25-7-1968 in the copy of the 
Employment Exchange Card and she had shown her age as 

27 years when submitted an application seeking the job 
onl4-6-1996. Therefore, she had exceeded the age limit at 
the time of initial employment From paras 5 to 14 the 
management cited various decisions of their Lordship of 
Supreme Court as well as High Courts in support of the 
above said contention. In reply to Para 1 of the Claim 
statement the management at Para 16 of the Counter 
Statement contended that the first party was engaged as a 
temporary part time sweeper in SSI Brandi, Bangalore w.e.f. 
28-2-1995 and her engagement came to an end on 
3-10-1998 when a candidate selected following the 
recruitment rules, reported for duty. Said candidate, 
Shri Hemanth Kumar remained absent from 25-1-1999 to 
17-9-2000 and in his place first party was engaged during 
the said period. Therefore, management requested this 
tribunal to reject the reference. 

4. During the course of trial the management examined 
Sr. Branch Manager, SSI branch. Bangalore as MW1 and 
got marked six documents at EX. Ml to M6. His statement 
in examination chief for ready reference is as follows: — 

“ I have been working as a Senior Branch Manager, 
SSI Branch, Bangalore, since April, 2004.1 know the 
facts of this case based on the records. 

First party was engaged as a Part time sweeper on 
daily wages purely on temporary basis. Generally 
such a temporary arrangement will be made when 
Permanent Sweepers remains absent from duty for 
‘ one reason or the other. 

The requirements for appointing permanent 
sweepers is that the name of the candidate must come 
through Employment Exchange and his/her age 
should be between 18—26. No qualification is 
required but it should be below 10th Standard. 


2538 G1/06-18 
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First party was engaged in place of permanent 
sweeper by name Hemanth Kumar who remained 
absent from duty. Initially name of the first party was 
not sponsored through Employment Exchange. I now 
see the application of the first party seeking the above 
saidjob Ex. MI. Her age as shown therein is 27 years. 
Her engagement was in terms of Bipartite Settlement 
(BPS). The Xerox copy of the BPS is at Ex. M2. 

Circular dated 27-3-1993 giving details of the 
requirements in this regard is at Ex. M3. 

1 now see the Xerox copy of the Employment 
Exchange Card furnished by the first party and filed 
along with Claim Statement showing the date of birth 
as 25-7-1968, therefore, she was age barred when 
applied and furnished her name by the Employment 
Exchange, it is at Ex. M4. 

Ex. M5 series are the extract of the Wage Register to 
show the payment of wages to the first party during 
the period from 28-2-1995 to 3-10-1998 in whidiperiod 
she was engaged intermittently and in none of the 
year she worked for 240 days continuously. 

It is not true that the Second Party advised the first 
party to get herself registered in the Employment 
Exchange. 

1 now see a Xerox copy of the letter dated 9-4-1997, 
it was written by the Branch Manager to the Deputy 
General Manager filed by the first party, it is at Ex. 
M6.” 

5. The first party filed her affidavit by way of 
examination chief and in her further examination got marked 
five documents at Ex. W1 to W5. In her affidavit she 
reiterated her averments made in the Claim Statement. She 
further added to say that her services were terminated on 
9-9-2000 without prior notice and she was paid a sum of 
Rs. 3800/- towards salary arrears for the year 2000 and a 
sum of Rs.7000/- as arrears of her salary in the year 2001.1 
would like to refer to the statements of MW1 & WW1 in 
their cross examination as and when found relevant and 
necessary. 

6. Learned counsel for the management vehemently 
argued that the first party was engaged in the place of one 
Shri Hemanth Kumar who remained unauthorizedly absent 
from duty. He contended that as per Ex. M7 the first party 
had crossed 27 years of age at the initial engagement itself 
and therefore, she was not entitled to be absorbed 
permanently for the said reason as well as for the reason 
that her name was not sponsored through Employment 
Exchange. 

7. Learned counsel for the first party on the other 
hand argued that the workman having worked with the 
management bank continuously from the year 1995 to 2000 
the action of the management terminating her services 
without the compliance of provisions of Section 25F of the 
I.D. Act, a case of illegal retrenchment amounting to illegal 
t ermination liable to be set aside by this tribunal. He also 


argued on the point that SSI branch at Bangalore was 
opened in the year 1995 and from the day when the first 
party was engaged as part time sweeper and therefore, she 
being a SC candidate and there being a relaxation of 5 
years period for such candidates, she must have been 
absorbed in the services. 

8. Keeping in view the point of reference, the only 
relevant point to be considered would be as to whether the 
first party worked continuously for a period of 240 days 
and more during a period of 12 calendar months and if so, 
the management was not justified in terminating her 
services without the compliance of the provisions of 
Section 25F of the I.D. Act. The various contentions taken 
by the management in the Counter Statement having regard 
to the Bipartite Settlements, Sastry Award and Desai Award 
about the procedure and the rules prescribed for 
engagement of a temporary worker and also for appointment 
of a candidate on permanent basis and the contention that 
the first party was not eligible to be appointed on 
permanent basis, she having crossed the age of 27 years 
and that her name was not sponsored through the 
Employment Exchange, in my opinion are beside the point 
As per the point of reference, here we are, called upon to 
find out as to whether the alleged unjustified termination 
of the services of the firstparty by the management is to be 
sustained in the eye of law and we are not on the point as 
to whether the first party is entitled to be absorbed in the 
services of the management on permanent basis as a 
permanent part time sweeper etc. Therefore, as noted 
above, we have to find out whether the first party has 
worked in the management bank continuously for a period 
of240 days and more in any calendar year during the period 
from 1995 to September 2000 when her services were 
terminated. The first party supporting her case examined 
herself and deposed to the fact that she had been working 
with the management bank continuously as a part time 
sweeper right from the year 1995 up till September 2000. 
Among the five documents she produced, the only 
document which was relevant for the purpose marked at 
Ex. W1 series are the pay slips ten in numbers from March 
1997 till February 1998. From the aforesaid pay slips which 
are not disputed by the management, it is very much evident 
that during aforesaid period of 13 months she was in the 
service of the management continuously being paid regular 
salary including the basic pay, DA, HRA, CCA and WA. 
Therefore, these pay slips will make it clearthat she worked 
with the management during the aforesaid period 
continuously and the period was more than 240 days in the 
12 calendar months. That apart, the management in its 
counter statement itself at Para 16 while giving reply to 
Para 1 of the Claim Statement has admitted the fact that the 
first party was working with the management w.e.f. 
28-2-1995 up till 3-10-1998 and then she was again engaged 
from 25-1-1999 to 17-9-2000. It is the case of die management 
that her services were terminated on 3-10-1998 for the first 
time when Shri Hemanth Kumar was selected by following 
the Recruitment Rules and reported for duty and when 
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said Hemanth Kumar remained absent from duty from 
25-1-1999 to 17-9-2000 once again the first party was 
engaged in his place. Therefore, as per the very admissions 
made by the management, the first party was not engaged 
by the bank only for a short period of two to three months 
in between 3-10-1998 and 25-1-1999 and was in the 
employment of the management right from 28-2-1995 till 
17-9-2000 minus the above said period of 2 to 3 months 
continuously. Therefore, it goes without saying that the 
first party worked continuously for a period of more than 
240 days during the years 1995,1996,1997 and 1998 and 
then in the years 1999 and 2000. It is interesting to note 
that the management in the counter statement no where 
disputed the fact that the first party was working with the 
bank continuously for a period of 240 days and more in 
each calendar year during the period from 1995 to2000. It is 
in this view of the matter the. statement of MW1 in his 
examination chief that the first party did not work 
continuously for a period of 240 days has to be discarded 
as false and incorrect. Statement of MW1 in his cross 
examination that the first party was engaged during the 
period from 1995 to 1998 in die place of said Hemanth Kumar 
also is liable to be discarded as it goes against the very 
contention taken by the management, wherein it is stated 
that it is only in the month of October 1998, the said Hemanth 
Kumar was appointed as a permanent part time sweeper 
and that earlier to his appointment it was the first party 
being engaged by the bank as a temporary part time sweeper. 
It is further seen from the statement of MW1 in his cross 
examination that the branch in question infact was opened 
for the first time at Residency road, Bangalore in the year 
1995 and it is from the year 1995 itself the first party was 
being engaged as the part time sweeper and therefore, as 
argued for the first party, her services must have been 
engaged by the bank against the permanent vacancy itself 
as undisputedly the permanent part time sweeper namely 
said Hemanth Kumar came to be appointed in the month of 
October 1998, there being no permanent part time sweeper 
working in the branch earlier to that. That the first party 
worked with bank continuously from February, 1995 to 
3.10.1998 has also been substantiated by the wage register 
extract produced by the management itself and marked 
before this tribunal at Ex.M5. Therefore, in the light of the 
admissions made by the management in the counter 
statement as referred to supra and the document namely 
the wage register extract produced by the management, 
the aforesaid pay slips produced by the first party workman 
coupled with the statement of the workman before this 
tribunal that she worked continuously with the bank from 
1995 to September 2000 except for two three months as 
noted above, and this statement of first party having gone 
unchallenged and uncontroverted in her cross examination 
for the management, this tribunal has got absolutely no 
hesitation in the mind in recording a finding that the first 
party was in the service of the management continuously 
right form February 1995 up till October 1998 and from 
January 1999 till September 2000 and in the result it goes 
without saying that she worked continuously for a period 


of240 days and more in each calendar year between 1995 
and 2000 and thereby she fulfilled the requirement as 
mandated under the provisions of Section 25(B) of the ID 
Act 

9. It is in this view of the matter, the next question to 
be considered would be whether the management complied 
with the requirements under Section 25F of the ID Act as 
terminating the services of the first party amounts to 
retrenchment as defined under Section 2(oo) of the ID Act 
It is nowhere the case of the management either made out 
in the Counter Statement or in the oral testimony of MW1 
or by way of suggestion to first party in her cross 
examination that the management had complied and fulfilled 
the requirements as provided under Section 25F of the ID 
Act. Therefore, it can be safely held that the action of the 
management in terminating the services of the first party 
was illegal retrenchment which tantamounts to illegal 
termination not to be sustained in the eye of law and 
accordingly it is to be held that the management was not 
justified in terminating the services of the first party. Since 
the action of the management in terminating the services 
of the first party is held to be illegal and void abinitio, the 
natural corollary would be the reinstatement of the first 
party workman to the post held by her at the time of 
termination, 

10. Coming to the question of relief of back wages, 
the statement of the first party at Para 12 of her affidavit 
that she has been without job unable to manage her family 
has not been disputed on behalf of the management in her 
cross examination. That apart, the management witness 
also has not spoken to a single word in his examination 
chief to suggest that the first party has been gainfully 
employed while was away from the service of the 
management. Therefore, keeping in view the facts and 
circumstances of the case and the nature of the work, the 
first party was carrying out and also taking into 
consideration the delay of about 3 years in raising the 
dispute from the date of alleged termination, it appears to 
me that ends of justice will be met if the first party is paid 
back wages at the rate of 40 per cent of her last drawn 
wages from the date of her termination till the date of her 
reinstatement. Her job being temporary in nature, there 
cannot be any relief to be granted to her about the 
continuity of service from the date of termination till the 
date of her reinstatement. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first party 
as a temporary part time sweeper with 40% of back 
wages from the date of termination till the date of her 
reinstatement. 

No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 21st July 2006) 

A R. SIDDIQU1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3500,—-In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 105/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, New Delhi No. II as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Punjab 
NationalBank, Regional Office, and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 2-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/84/2000-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSHMALTRIBUNALCIJM 
LABOUR COURT- II, RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai I. D. No.105/2000 

In the Matter of: — 

Shri Binesh Pal, 

C/o. PNB Employees Union, 

710, Ballimaran, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi-110 006. 

Versus 

1. The Chairman, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Head office: 7, Bhikaji Cama Place, 

New Delhi. 

2 The Sr. Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Regional Office; South Delhi Region, 

Atma Ram House, 1, Tolstoy Marg, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-l2012/84/ 
2000 -®(B-II) CENTRALGOVERNMENT DT20-9-2000has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the action of the Sr. Regional Manager, 
Regional Office: South Delhi Region, Punjab National 


Bank, Atma Ram House, 1,'Tolstoy Marg and the Chief 
Manager, Punjab National Bank, Branch Office: Gkhia 
Industrial Area, New Delhi in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri Binesh Pal, part-time sweeper 
w.e.f. 6-1-1998 is legal and just? If not,what 
relief the said workman is entitled to and from what 
date.” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated that the applicant 
General Secretary, PNB Employees’ Union, Delhi is 
functioning in the Union Territory of Delhi and is a registered 
Trade Union, enjoying absolute majority of the bank 
employees in the respondent bank. 

That the sendee conditions of the workmen employed 
in PunjabNational Bank are governed by Industry-wise 
Awards/BPS. 

That the workman, Shri Binesh Pal joined the sendees 
of the bank as a part time sweeper on 7-12-1989 and posted 
at Punjab National Bank, B.O. Okhla, New Delhi. 

That in 1996 the workman was drawing 3/4 of the 
scale wages of a member of the sub-staff from the same 
branch of Punjab National Bank. 

That during the end of 1996 the workman could not 
attend the office, for circumstances beyond his control 
and when he tried to join duties he was not allowed to do 
so and mark his attendance. 

That since then, he has been regularly going to the 
branch to join bank duties but was not allowed to do so on 
one plea or the other. This happened for a number of 
months and when the workman became certain that the 
management of the branch was playing foul, he addressed 
letter to the branch and sought to deliver the same 
personally on 27th August, 1977. However, the same was 
also not, accepted by the authorities of the branch and 
hence the workman had no other choice but to send the 
same through Regd. Post and also under UPC. The letter 
dated 27-8-1977 is attached and marked as Annexure -I. 

That the workman when again approached the branch 
authorities in September, 1977 he was told that his services 
stood terminated and he would not be allowed to join 
duties. 

That after getting a blunt reply from the management 
of the branch and no response to his communication dated 
27th August, 1997 the workman addressed yet another 
letter dated 14-10-1977 to the Chief Manager, PNB, BO. 
Okhla, New Delhi with a copy to the Sr. Regional Manager, 
PNB, South Delhi Region, New Delhi for his information 
and necessary action in the matter. A copy of the said 
.letter is enclosed and marked as Annexure -II. 

That the workman received no reply to any of his 
representation dated 27-8-1997 and 14-10-1997. 
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That from the reply submitted by the management 
before the ALC(Q and reply to the statement of claim, filed 
by the union in the instant case it is stated that a notice 
was got published in Hindi Newspaper '"Veer Aijun” on 
22-11-1997, once again advising Shri, Binesh Pal to report 
for his duties within 30 days from the date of the said 
notice, failing which he would deem to have voluntarily 
retired from die service of the bank in accordance with the 
provisions of the BPS. (Acopy of the reply letter, submitted 
by the management before the AJLC(Q is enclosed and 
marked as Annexure III). It shall be relevant to mention 
that the workman had adressed two letters dated 
27-08-1997 and 14-10-1997, Le. much, before die publication 
of the notice dated 22-11-1997 in Hindi Newspaper “Veer 
Aijun” clearly stating that in spite of his repeatedly going 
to the branch he was not allowed to join bank duties. On 
the contrary he was told that his services stood terminated 
and accordingly he would not be allowed to join. From the 
notice published in Hindi Newspaper as stated by the 
management in their reply dated 28-12-1999 addressed to 
the ALC(C) it is clear that till 22-11-1997 shri Binesh Pal 
was on the rolls of the branch and an employee of the bank 
and his services till then had not been terminated. 

That both the letters addressed by the workman to 
the Chief Manager, PNB, BO: Okhla, New Delhi with a copy 
to the Sr. Regional Manager, PNB, South Delhi Region, 
New Delhi are a part of his personal file and can be traced, 
if this file is summoned by the Hon’ble Tribunal Both these 
letters have been received will in time and much before the 
publication of the notice dated 22-11-1997 as stated by the 
management 

That no charge sheet was ever served on the 
workman by the management nor any inquiry conducted 
nor any opportunity afforded as per the principles of natural 
justice/law, as pronounced by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
of India in a number of cases. In terms of the judgment of 
the highest court of the land, the workman ought to have 
been given an opportunity to defend himself and prove his 
innocence, which procedure was never adopted and the 
workman was sumarily terminated which has been held 
bad in law. That having failed to get any justice at the 
hands of the management, the workman approached the 
union for held and assistance in resolving this dispute. 

That the union also took up the matter with the 
management by writing two letters to the Sr. Regional 
Manager, PNB, South Delhi Region, New Delhi under 
whom. Branch Office, Okhla, New Delhi was functioning. 
The first letter was written on 10th March, 1999 (copy 
enclosed and marked as Annexure - IV), followed by another, 
letter dated 20th March, 1999(Copy enclosed and marked as, 
Annexure - V), urging upon the management to revoke their 
earlier instructions and allow the workman to join duties 
with the benefit of entire past service, including wages, 
increments etc. 


That getting no response and having failed to get 
any justice from the management in the instant case, the 
union approached the ALC(Q, for help and assistance by 
raising a dispute vide its letter dated 9th, June 1999. (Copy 
enclosed and marked as Annexure - VI). 

That the action of the managmeent in terminating 
the services of the workman without giving him due 
opportunity what to talk of reasonable opportunity and 
without following the procedure as laid down by the 
Supreme Court of India, was in violation of the principles 
of natural justice and law of the land. 

That while the bank continues to keep the workman 
under intimation a temporary employee has been given 
employment on adhoc basis which is also bad in law, in 
utter violation of the principles of natural justice, unfair 
and unjust and amounts to indulgence in unfair labour 
practices. 

That before the ALC(Q the management tried to 
justify its action, by raising various irrelevant pleas. 

That the dispute before the ALC(C) ended in failure 
and hence this reference before the Hon’ble Tribunal. 

That the action of the respondent/management is in 
breach of the industry-wise settlement, unjust, illegal, 
unlawful, arbitrary and in utter violation of the principles 
of natural justice. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the aforesaid 
dispute has been referred for adjudication by the 
appropriate government with the following terms of 
reference: 

“Whether the action of the Sr. Regional Manager, 
Regional Office: South Delhi Region, Punjab National 
Bank, Atma Ram House, 1, Tolstoy Marg and the 
Chief Manager, Punjab National Bank, Branch, Office: 
Okhla Industrial Area, New Delhi in terminating the 
services of the workman Shri Binesh Pal, part-time 
sweeper w.e.f 06-01-1998 is legal and just? If not, what 
relief the said workman is entitled to and from what 
date.” 

From the aforesaid reference made by the appropriate 
government, it is quite apparent that the appropriate 
government has taken the, matter as that of termination of 
services of Shri Binesh Pal whereas Shri Binesh Pal was 
deemed to have voluntarily retired from the services of the 
bank under Para 17 of the BPS. Accordingly the reference 
as made by the appropriate government to this Hon’ble 
Tribunal is not maintainable in the eyes of law. 

That die service conditions of workman staff in the 
banking industry including those of the workman applicant 
are governed by the provisions of Sastry Award, Desai 
Award and various BPS. 

Shri Binesh Pal was working as a part time sweeper 
in 3/4 of scale wages of the subordinate cadre at BO: Okhla 
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w.e.f. 07-12-1989. Shir Pal absented himself from his duties 
from 12-10-1996 to 06-11-1996 and again he absented 
himself w.e.f. 27-12-1996 without any intimation. Shri Binesh 
Pal neither reported for his duties nor submitted any 
explanation, despite letters dated 30-12-1996,22-01-1997, 
20-02-1997,20-06-1997 and 08-07-1997. Since Shri Binesh 
Pal did not report for his duties in response to the said 
letters and in order to afford his final opportunity, notice 
was got published, in Hindi Newspaper “Veer Aijun” on 
22-11-1997, once again advising, Shri Pal to report for his 
duties within 30 days from the date of the said notice failing 
which he would be deemed to have voluntarily retired from 
the services of the bank in accordance with the provisions 
of the BPS. It is submitted that despite notice published in 
the newspaper on 22-11-1997, Shri Pal neither submitted 
any explanation nor reported for his duties within the said 
period of 30 days and accordingly, he was deemed to have 
voluntarily retired from the services of the bank in 
accordance with the provisions of the BPS and final order 
in this regard was also published in the daily newspaper 
“Veer Aijun” dated 06-01-1998. 

In view of the aforesaid it is respectfully submitted 
that the action of the bank in deeming Shri Binesh Pal 
having been voluntarily retired from the services of the 
bank is in accordance with the provisions of 'the BPS is 
legal and proper. 

It is submitted that Shri Binesh Pal unauthorisedly 
absented himself from his duties which ultimately resulted 
in his deemed voluntary retirement under the provisions of 
the BPS. 

It is submitted that Shri Binesh Pal had never come 
to the branch to report for his duties and never deliverd the 
alleged letter dated 27-08-1992. The submission is also 
vague. 

It is reiterated that Shri Binesh Pal never came to the 
branch and never delivered communication dated 
27-08-1997. However, it is submitted that letter dated 
14-10-1997 was received by the bank but the contents of 
the same are categorically denied. It is reiterated that Shri 
Binesh Pal absented himself unauthorisedly from his duties. 
It is further submitted that the letter dated 14-10-1997 did 
not warrant any reply since he had never earlier reported 
for his duties and was never disallowed to join the duties. 

It is reiterated that Shri Binesh Pal unauthorisedly 
absented himself from his duties and was deemed to have 
voluntarily retired from the services of the bank in 
accordance with the provisions of Para 17 of the BPS, as 
amended up to date. 

It is submitted that the services of Shri Binesh Pal 
have not been terminated but he has been deemed to have 
voluntarily retired from the services of the bank in 
accordance with the provisions of the BPS. It is further 
submitted that the Honble Supreme Court of India in the 


cases of Syndicate Bank Vs. Syndicate Bank Staff 
Association [JT2000(5) SC 243] and Punjab & Sind Bank 
Vs. S. Singh (JT2000 (supplementary 3) SC 450 has upheld 
the provisions of Para 17 of the BPS dealing with voluntary 
retiement of an employee. It is denied that there has been 
any denial of opportunity as alleged. 

It is reiterated that Shri Binesh Pal was deemed to 
have voluntarily retired from the service of the bank by the 
competent authority in ’accordance with'provisions of Para 
17 of the BPS. The other allegations made in the para under 
reply are wrong and denied. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman 
applicant that he could not attend the office for 
circumstances beyond his control during the end of 1996 
and when he tried to join duties he was not allowed to do 
so. He was not allowed to mark his attendance. He went on 
regularly for joining' duties but he was not permitted. On 
27-08-1997 he sent a registered letter and he approached in 
person, the branch authorities in September, 1997 but he 
was told that his services stood terminated and he will not 
be allowed to join duties. 

It was further submitted that no charge sheet was 
served and the , bank passed the order of voluntary 
cessation of service whereas the workman applicant was 
always willing to join duties. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman applicant absented from duty right from 
27-12-1996 and a letter dated 30-12-1996 was sent to the 
workman applicant asking him to join. duties. 

It was further submitted that again a letter dated 
22-11-1997 was sent to the workman applicant at the address 
provided by him still he did not resume his duties. These 
letters have been sent to him by registered post. A letter 
dated 20-02*1997 was also sent by registered post to the 
workman applicant but it was received back. The 
respondent/management sent letter dated 21-02-1997 by 
registered post advising him that if he does not join action 
will be taken against him. On 08-07-1997 the management 
sent letter by registered post giving 30 days time to resume 
his duties or to submit explanation but the workman did 
not turn up. This letter has also been sent by registered 
post and UPC. 
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It was further submitted that when all the registered 
letters sent on the address were received back, the 
management issued a notice on 15-11-1997 advising the 
workman to join duties or give explanation,within 30 days 
still the workman did n^t turn up. The workman was 
voluntarily retired on 11-08-1997 and a notice has been 
published in “Veer Aijun”. The management has produced 
for my perusal the 4 original registered letters which have 
been received back by the, management as the workman 
was not available at the address provided by him. It appears 
from perusal of these letters and the photocopy of the 
newspaper that the management made his last effort to get 
30 days notice served by registered post as well as through 
publication in newspaper but the workman did not turn up. 
There appears to be no substance in the allegation of the 
workman that he went to join again and again but he was 
not permitted to join. The workman has admitted in his 
cross examination that he had gone to his village Kuledha, 
Distt. Bulandsahar(UP) and he has not received any 
registered letter. He has also admitted that during his service 
he has given the address Jhugi No.392, Block 21, Indo 
Camp, Kalyanpuri 92, Delhi. He has further admitted in his 
cross examination that on 30-04-1998 he came to know that 
his services have been terminated and someoneelse was 
appointed in the bank in his place. 

The workman absented from the bank from 
27-12-1996 and he has admitted in his cross examination 
that he came to know of termination of his services on 
30-04-1998 so the workman remained absent from 
27-12-1996 to 03-08-1998. The Bank has proved that several 
registered letters have been sent to the workman applicant. 
The bank has served 30 days notice on the workman still 
the workman did not turn up. It is the duty of the workman 
to establish that notice of 30 days for voluntary cessation 
of service has not been sent to him and served on him. In 
the instant case the management has established to the 
hilt that several registered letters have been sent to the 
workman still he did not appear. 

The workman has admitted in his cross examination 
that during this period he went to his village Kuledha. It 
was the duty of the workman to inform the bank regarding 
his change of address. He has not sent any information 
regarding change of address so the bank made 
correspondence at the address provided by the workman 
applicant. So in the instant case the bank has complied 
with the provisions of the 17 A of the BPS. 

To sumup the bank has proved that 30 days notice 
was served on the 'workman and still the workman neither 
turned up nor submitted any satisfactory explanation. In 
the circumstances the bank can invoke the provisions of 
section 17 A of the BPS. 

It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court in JT 
2000 (5) SC 243 that the bank is well within its rights to 


invoke the provisions of the BPS and treat the employee to 
be voluntary retired as he has abandoned his services. It 
has been further held that no inquiry is needed for passing 
the order of treating the workman to have abandoned his 
services. 

It has been held by the Hon*ble Apex Court in 2001 
ILL! 2003 that in case 30 days notice is served in view of 
section 17 A of the BPS the employee can be voluntarily 
retired. There is no question of compliance with the 
principles of natural justice and inquiry. 

In the instant case the workman has absented from 
17-12-1996 to 03-08-1998 for over two years. The bank has 
rightly invoked section 17A of the BPS. 

The reference is replied thus :— 

The action of die Sr. Regional Manager, Regional 
Office: South Delhi Region, Punjab National Bank, Atma 
Ram House, 1, Tolstoy Marg and the Chief Manager, Punjab 
National Bank, Branch Office: Okhla Industrial Area, New 
Delhi in terminating the services of the workman Shri Binesh 
Pal, Part time sweeper w.e.f. 06-01-1998 is legal and just. 
The workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as 
prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 28-07-2006. R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

2 Wm, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3501.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
New Delhi -I as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of National Insurance 
Co. Ltd. and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 02-08-2006. 

[No. L-17012/38/99-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTOIBIJNAL 
No. 1 NEW DELHI 

I. D. NO. 9/2000 

Shri Mahesh Thakur 
S/o Shri Awadh Thakur, 

C/o Shri S.Vasudev, 

C-l/3, S.F.S., D.D.A. 

Saket, New Delhi. Oaimant 

Versus 

National Insurance Company Ltd., 

Delhi Regional Office, 

‘‘J eevan Bharati,” 

Tower-II, Level IV, 124, 

Connaught Circus, 

New Delhi-1. Management 

APPEARANCE 

None for workman. 

Shri Rajinder Bhawan with Shefali Dhawan for 
Management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-17012/3 8/99/IR(B-II) dated 31-1-2000 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the Divisional Manager, 
National Insurance Company Ltd., Division No.l, 
Janpath, New Delhi in terminating/discontinuing Shri 
Mahesh Thakur, Casual workman from Service w.e.f. 
26.11,92 without giving him an opportunity for regular 
employment is justified, legal and valid? If not, what 
benefits and relief he is entitled to?” 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are 
that the workman claims that he was appointed on casual 
basis in the office of the National Insurance Company Ltd. 
At it Division No.l, Janpath, New Delhi during 1987 and 
he continuously worked for the National Insurance 
Company without any gap upto November, 1992. The 
National Insurance Company is an Industry as defined 
under section 2(J) of the I.D. Act and is fully governed by 
the provisions of the said Act. It is further alleged that the 
management is considering all the casual labourers who 
completed 240 days in a year for regularization. The 
management has taken a policy decision in this regard to 
regularize the casual labourers who completed 240 days in 
a year. It is further averred that the workman discharged 
his duties efficiently and diligently as a result of which his 
services were continued from time to time. The management 


availed the services of the workman for all the activities. In 
view of the continuation of service of the workman and 
also in view of the policy decision of the management to 
regularize the services of the workman. The workman was 
told by the management during November 1992, that the 
regional office has favourably considered the case of the 
workman for regularization and his services would be 
regularized as soon as the vacancy arose. The workman 
met the officials from time to time to verify vacancy position 
and no vacancy arise though considerable time expired. 
Finally some vacancies arose in 1997-98 he requested the 
officials at the branch to give him appointment as the 
management called candidates for employment through 
Employment Exchange instead of appointing the workman. 
The workman also came to know that the management by 
its comunication dated 18-2-98 directed consideration of 
all casual labourers who completed 240 days period 12 of 
months, for regularization. Non consideration of workman 
for regular appointment, despite the policy decision of the 
management is illegal, arbitrary and discriminatory. The 
workman is entitled to be given regular appointment as per 
his position as he has put in more than 5 years as casual 
labour and he is entitled to be given regular employment as 
per the policy decision of the management. It is further 
averred that the management has regularized services of 
number of casual workers from time to time as and when 
vacancies were available and he has come to know as many, 
as 11 persons namely Lalit Mohan, Mohan Singh, Madan 
Lai, Yashpal, Arjun Singh, Sansar Chand, Ram Vinod, 
Basant, Thapa, Shri Chand and Radha Raman (retired in 
1996 after being regularized on post of Chowkidar). In view 
of the above stated facts the workman seeks direction to 
the management to reinstate him in service and regularize 
him in service in view of the said policy decision. 

3. The claim is contested by the management by filing 
reply raising preliminary objections that he has claimed 
that he had worked as casual worker till November, 1992. 
He did not raise any dispute about the termination of his 
services. Even in his statement of claim filed in the present 
case he has neither disputed the legality and/or justification 
of termination of his services. The term of reference does 
not reflect true and correct facts and he has not disclosed 
any right which has been vested in him for claiming 
regularization in service of the respondent company. It is 
further submitted that the workman is not entitled to claim 
regularization as his services have already been terminated 
during the year 1992 as stated by him. Even otherwise the 
claim of regularization is also beyond term of reference and 
as such workman is not entitled to the relief claimed. 
Lastly it is stated that the claim suffer from latches and 
therefore the Government had no jurisdiction to refer a 
stale dispute. 

4. On merits it is stated that averments made in the 
claim statement are denied as not correct. It is stated that 
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the workman was engaged to carry out work which was of 
casual nature. His engagement generally used to be for 
short duration and was not for the whole day. His said 
engagement used to come to an end on completion of the 
work for which he used to be engaged. It is denied that the 
workman had worked continuously for the respondent 
company from 1987 till 1992. Engagement for part time 
period less than full day does not qualify a person for his 
having worked for 240 days. The workman has not 
mentioned the particulars of the policy decision and the 
averment in this regard is vague, and lacks in necessary 
particulars and liable to be set aside. The respondent is an 
authority under article 12 of the constitution of India and is 
required to follow the Recruitment Rules. The workman 
was never engaged and/or employed by following the 
procedure laid down in the Recruitment Rules. The 
Company nominates an officer in a Regional Office who is 
competent to make appointments. Normally such an officer 
is a Deputy Manager posted in the concerned Regional 
Office and where there are more than one Regional Offices 
situated in the same city, the nominated officer is empowered 
to make appointments for all the Regional Offices situated 
in the said city, the workman may have been engaged by 
an officer working in Divisional Office or any branch office 
for specific work which was of casual nature. Neither 
Divisional Manager, Nor Branch Manager had ever been 
nominated to make appointment. His alleged entry into 
respondent bank, therefore, was illegal and unauthorized. 
There is no rule in the respondent company which enjoins 
upon it to regularize a casual workman on completion of 
240 days. However, the Company sometimes had issued 
some directions in respect of some categories of staff. Such 
directions were administrative directions and were one time 
directions. The said directions did not confer any right on 
the casual labourers to seek regularization. Even under the 
said directions it was necessary that a casual employee 
must at the relevant time be in casual employment and that 
he had completed 240 days in a period of 12 months and 
also satisfied the conditions and eligibility criteria laid down 
in the Recruitment Rules. According to the said directions, 
these persons could be considered alongwith other 
candidates. Even under the said administrative instructions 
the Respondent Company was not enjoined upon to 
regulraise these persons. These persons were required to 
compete with outside candidates. Since no such 
instructions were issued in 1992, therefore, the workman 
had no right to be considered for employment as a regular 
employee. The question of appointment was dependent 
upon a vacancy. It is submitted that the respondent 
company has got its sanctioned strength for each category 
of employee in respect of each office of the Respondent 
Company and no recruitment can be made in view of the 
said sanctioned strength unless there is a vacancy. It is 
admitted that the workman was engaged to carry out work 
which purely of temporary and casual nature. It is stated 
that he was engaged to fill in the water cooler, clean water 


coolers, water filter, hot cases. The work which he had 
carried out generally used to be of a short duration and not 
for the full day. It is admitted that some vacancies of Peons, 
which category also fails in subordinate staff, arcse during 
1997-98. The peons employed in the Respondent Company 
do not carry out the work which was carried out by the 
workman. Such work is carried out by sweepers in the 
respondent company. The workman, in any case, therefore, 
could not be considered for regularization. The workman is 
not entitled to be considered for the post of Peon even if it 
be assumed that he did the work of sweeper. It is also 
admitted that the management has called candidates from 
Employment Exchange and as per recruitment rules of the 
respondent company. The interpretation placed by the 
workman on the communication dated 18-2-1998 is 
absolutely wrong and denied. The requirements laid down 
in the administrative instructions already have been 
mentioned above. Workman is not entitled to be considered 
for regular employment as when the communication dated 
18-2-98 was issued or came in to force. The said 
communication did not relate to sweeper. It is stated that 
the workman has not worked continuously much less for 5 
years. He used to be engaged to carry out the work for 
short duration as mentioned above. It is denied that the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement and for regularization 
^as alleged. In view of the above facts his claim is false and 
may be rejected and the reference may be answered 
accordingly. 

5. Written statement was followed by rejoinder 
wherein the facts mentioned in the claim statement were 
reiterated to be correct and controverted please raised in 
the written statement were refuted. 

6. After completion of pleadings both the parties 
adduced evidence and workman examined himself as WW1 
while the management examined Shri Amiya Kumar, Deputy 
Manager of the respondent company as MW 1. 

7. After closure of the evidence none appeared for 
the workman and Shri Rajinder Dhawan addressed 
arguments on behalf of the management. I have given my 
thoughtful consideration to the contentions raised on behalf 
of the management and perused the entire record including 
the evidence, affidavit of the workman meticulously. 

8. The. workman has claimed in his claim statement 
that he was engaged in 1987 and worked till 1992 but in his 
affidavit furnished in his evidence as WW 1/A he stated 
that he has worked as casual labour with the respondent 
from 1987 till 1997. He claimed that during his cross 
examination he has stated that by mistake he has written/ 
mentioned that he has in fact worked upto 1987 though in 
affidavit it has been mentioned on account of typographical 
error that he had worked upto 1992. MW1 has admitted in 
his affidavit that the workman has worked/engaged/ 
appointed from 1987 to 1992 and he did not do work after 
1992 and he has not performed any work in February, 1998 
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as he was not employed as casual employee in any of 
company offices. It is an admitted case that the services of 
the workman were not availed of or terminated and he claims 
reinstatement and regularisation of his service as he has 
worked continuously with the company’s office as a 
labourer. It is admitted by the respondents that his services 
were engaged from 1987 to 1992 but according to WW1 
she was engaged on adhoc basis and for doing casual 
work such as cleaning water cooler and cleaning hot case 
etc. However, the workman claims reinstatement and 
regularization. There is nothing on record to show that 
there existed any temporary or regular post of casual worker 
in the office of the respondent. The workman has also not 
whispered a word that his disengagement (termination his 
of services in 1992 was illegal. However, there is also no 
evidence on record or averment in pleadings of workman 
that he was engaged by following a due process of law by 
competent authority/officer. His engagement can only be 
termed as of short duration as claimed by respondent for 
filling water coolers and hot cases etc. etc. There is no 
evidence on record that the engagement of the workman 
by the respondent was against any regular or temporary 
vacancy and that he was appointed in accordance with 
due process of law or that his disengagement is illegal and 
as such in my view his claim for reinstatement or 
reengagement is not tenable in the eye of law. Similarly his 
claim for regularization is not tenable. In view of the 
observations made by the Supreme Court in a very recent 
case captioned as Secretary, State of Karnataka Vs. Uma 
Devi reported in 2006(4 )Scale which are as under: 

“-Therefore, consistent with the scheme for 

public employment, this Court while laying down the law, 
has necessarily to hold that unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons the same would not confer any 
right on the appointee. If it is a contractual appointment, 
the appointment comes to an end at the end of the contract 
if it were an engagement or appointment on daily wages or 
casual basis, the same would come to an end when it is 
discontinued. Similarly, a temporary employee could not 
claim to be made permanent on the expiry of his term of 
appointment. It has also to be clarified that merely 
because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment 
he would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service 
or made permanent, merely on the strength of such 
continuance.” 

In view of the above discussions workman's claim 
for reinstatement as well as regularization is held to be not 
tenable in the eye of law. Workman is not entitled to be 
reinstated and regularized in his service as claimed by him. 
As such action of the Divisional Manager, National 
Insurance Company Ltd. Division No.l, Janpath, New Delhi 
in terminating/discontinuing the workman from service 


w.e.f. 26-11-92 without giving him an opportunity for regular 
employment is justified, legal and valid and the reference is 
answered accordingly. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated: 25-7-2006 S. S. BAL, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3502.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 137/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 137/04 In Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 [Old Com. No. 91/03 in Reference 
a. T.C.) No. 120/99 

C. A. Kadia, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, N ear Sahkar N agar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

Vis. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shulda 

Opponent : Shd K V.Gadhia 
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ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hobble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Eelectrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through Conciliation Officer vide file No. RLC/ AH/50/( 1)/ 
2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. 
Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per Section 9-A 
and Schedule IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference No. 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 


conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their muon has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3503.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 136/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)3 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secv. 
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ANNEXURE 

BH’FDHE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TMBUNAIrOJM-LABOUR COURT AT 

AHMEEABAD 

PRESENT; 

Shd % I. Kayi ■ It. Se,, L* L. ML), Presiding Officer 

C, C, h T A. No. 136/114 Sn Reference No. C. G. 1. T. 
A. No. 201AM 

{'CM Coe*. No. 90/03 in Reference (I T. C) No. 120/99} 

Arvind Kishan S., 

C'o ONGC Electrics! fz a!' ied Staff Association; 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near' Saftkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 202 ...Complainant 

v/s. 

The Director (Personnei/HR). 

ON G O Ltd., Telbhavan. 

Dehran dun-248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES; 

Complainant St ri R.C, Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 


desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged'dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension —assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3504.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 135/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the Employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1Q/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. 1. T. A No. 135/04 In Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 89/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
^alim I. Vora 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShdK. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 


policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without die consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there wall be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contraventiort of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order:. 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad: 

Date: 12-07-2005 B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ iVvft, 4 SPTTfl, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3505.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 119/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the Employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com G G. L T. A. No. 119/04 In Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 73/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
A. S. Parmar, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002 .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
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Schedule* IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at'law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No* 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change any 
rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management calls 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R. & P. regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R.&P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to die Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Ahmedabad. 

Date: 21-06-05 


^ teft, 4 2006 

w.an. 3506.-3?hntfira> few aftftfSRR, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) m 17 ^ aqfEROT ft, aft Tfr ftt 

ftt. ^ ftro fftforof aft ^ qnfonft ^ ftta, 

appv ft aftfrfiror ft *i<«dk aftfrfh^ 

*ifv<?x u i/5FT 118/04) 

n*wl*in «nvfl ft, ft! 3-8-2006 yi*<i 

1£3TT 

[ft. 30025/10/2006-aro? snftfafav)] 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3506.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 118/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employer in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1G/2006-IR (M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. L KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T. A. No. 118/04 in Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 72/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
D. B. Suthar, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
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the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. 
The complainant is not concerned workman and alleged 
dispute is not connected with the main reference. Hence 
the complaint is required to be dismissed. The complaint is 
not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the ground of 
apprehension - assumption. The subject matter of present 
complaint is not connected with the pending Reference 
(ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand promotion in 
the main reference. The averments and contention made in 
the complaint are not true, hence denied by the opponent. 
It is denied that the management is trying to modify 
recruitment and promotion rules with the other union. It is 
the privilege of the management to change 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 


recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint becomes inffuctuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of EX. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 21-06-05 
Ahmedabad. 

Rf iRc#, 4 3TW, 2006 
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TOftra REift ft, •sft 7RRTR qft 3-8-2006 Rtf WZ 

f3TT *TTI 

[7T. W-30025/10/2006-3rcf 

ftt. -ftfrng-, 3}oR TlfftR 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3507.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 117/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in ihe 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrCTJM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding OfTicer 

Com.CG.LTA.No. 117/04 In Reference No. C.G.LT.A. 
No! 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 71/03 In Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99] 

R. L. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002. .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a.change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
Nb. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation Officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 


Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference No. 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the written 
statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at laW and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. The complainant is 
not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension - 
assumption. The subject matter of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. 
There is no such demand promotion in the main reference. 
The averments and contention made in the complaint are 
not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that 
the management is trying to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege of 
the management to change any rule. It is denied that there 
will be change of any service conditions of the complainant. 
The management calls recognized unions and ASTD for 
the discussion for changing the R & P regulations and the 
union is not recognized union and their union has not a 
legal right to say anything about R. & P. The complainant 
has not produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 
of the I.D. Apt. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should 
be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following order: 

ORDVJR 

In view of the fact of Ex 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 17-05-2005 

Ahmedabad R I. K AZ1, Presiding Officer 


2538 G1/06-20 
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N: v DU hi. the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. J-. 98 .In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 130/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C , and their workman, which was • 
• ■- reived by the Centra! Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTRIALTRIBUNAI.-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

vREtSENT: 

SHRI B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. C. I. T A. No. 130/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 

A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 84/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99J 

N. K. Mudhaiiar, 

Oo ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkun] Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd , Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

< on.plainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Sh. K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33-A of ihe Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the mmonent shall not change time bound promotion 
p • - >>\ which a workman who completes six years of 

h; one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. is the say of the complainant that change of time 


bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
HoiTbie Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist tor any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
written statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the written 
statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. Act. The complainant 
is not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension— 
assumption. The subject matter of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. 
There is no such demand promotion in the main reference. 
The averments and contention made in the complaint are 
not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that 
the management is trying to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege of 
the management to change any rule. It is denied that there 
will be change of any service conditions of the complainant. 
The management calls recognized unions and ASTD for 
the discussion for changing the R & P regulations and the 
union is not recognized union and their union 
has not a legal right to say anything about R & P. 
The complainant has not produced any proof of 
contravention of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed 
that the complaint should be dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
. policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 

breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 21-6-2005 

Ahme dabad. B. 1. K AZ1, Pres id ing Officer 

^ 4 wm, 2006 

oFT,3TT. 3509.—3ftej\fTcF faRK SffalWT, 1947 
(1947 14) mTT 17 3, 

3Tt. IRT. tift #. ^ TTO 

^ ^ 3TRf)fW fRRFt $ 

C*M TOTT 129/04) ^ ychlfvid Wt t, ^ 

^ 3-8-2006 ^ ‘SORT ^37T «TTI 

[tf. t^-30025/10/2006-3TT$ 3TR(f3fa*I) ] 
*il. trR. -^fq-s, 3iq< yfqq 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 
S.O. 3509. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 129/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahme dabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. 1^30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com/ C. G. I. T/ A. No, 129/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No, 83/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 


K. H. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shd K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion pol icy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for Electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 asaold I.T C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide File No. RLC/AH/50( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B” Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for Electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service condition 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the written 
statement. The brief facts are thu complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. The complainant 
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is not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension— 
assumption. The subject mailer of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. 
There is no such demand promotion in the main reference. 
The averments and contention made in the complaint are 
not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that 
the management is t v mg to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege of 
the management to change of any rule. It is denied that 
there will be change of any service conditions of the 
complainant. The management call recognized unions and 
ASTD for the discussion for changing the R& P regulations 
and the union is not recognized union and their union has 
not a legal right to say anything about R & P. The 
complainant has not produced any proof of contravention 
of section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the 
complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 

t e Ex. 6, this complaint become inffuctuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
, fement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Tence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 

‘•Oj*t. 

4 i 'ite: 21 -6-2005 

medabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3510.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 128/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNA L-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi 8. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C G. I. T. A. No. 128/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 82/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 1 20/99] 
Y. V. Rajawadi, 

C/o O.N.G.C. Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

O.N.G.C. Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gaflhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modify ing R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201 /04 as a old 1 .T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
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category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time-bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. Hie management have intimated 
their intention of change of time-bound policy to die union 
throu^ conciliation offico* viiefileNo. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time-bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service condition 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change any 
rule. It is defied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management calls 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R. & P. regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R. & P. 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 


to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6, the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 21-6-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

4 3PTOT, 2006 

*iT.3tr. 3511 .— afailPw fa q i q srfafwr, 1947 (1947 
14) tmr 17 ^ 

art. tpi -aft *ft ^ art* 

q>dcf> i (T ^ rtta, strata rtf artritta rtf 

dromnn rtwe 

127/04) qft SMdftM ' MSKti l i, ^ ^ 3-8-2006 

[*T. T^r-30025/10/2006-3trf 31R(terf*ro)] 

rtt. tpi-rtfas, asra*-Rfa* 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 
S.O. 3511.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 127/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-ciim-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30G25/10/2006-IR (M)3 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

’ BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. LT A No. 127/04 In Reference No. C G. L T. 
A No. 201/04 

(Old Cbm. No. 81/03 in Reference (LT. C.) No. 120/99) 
K. T. Rajawadi, 

C/o O.N.G.G Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

O.N.G.C. Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 , ...Opponent 
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APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R. & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time-bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time-bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time-bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R .& P. rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the • 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33«pf the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 


to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change any 
rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management calls 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R. & P. regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R. & P. 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 3 3. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 21-06-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Rc'til, 4 SPTOT, 2006 

^T.OT. 3512.—STfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ *IKT 17 ^ 3^04 ^tri "STriER 3ft. 

SEpfa if TTriKTC 

(TT*r*f WIT 126/04) if MfW 
cMdl ^ ^•K'+iR 03-08-2006 ^>T Hixi *TH 

[U 1^-30025/10/2006-37Tf 3TTC(f3rfaV) ] 
T^T. 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3512. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 126/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/ 10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G. I.TA. No. 126/04 In Reference No. GG.LT. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 80/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99) 

C. K. Vankar, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriKLV.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201 /104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R&P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officervide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure f ‘B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 


Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R&P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent ofElectrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to die opponent to file die 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of die I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with die main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on die 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that die management is dying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is die privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R&P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of ac^udication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with die 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33.771118 there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view ofthe fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding die subject matter of the complaint 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. 

Date: 21-06-2005 


B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 




7664 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2,2006/BHADRA 11,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


^ 4 3FR?I, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3513.-3fmrfwfeK 1947 ( 1947 

14) VRT 17 ^ 3T^R^T WsfiR 3fr RT 

*Rt. qF> 

W ftR*: 3lWlP|cb IqqiS "4 *K«t>K 3^1 tilPI 

’%'^IZ C^TT^T 125/04) ^ 9^ l Pvid 
^Tcft t, TTC3TR ^ 3-8-2006 ^ HR! f3TT «TTI 

CR. ^-30025/10/2006-311$ 3TR(fafa*0] 
RR. tfrlS, 3T^ -RfaR 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3513. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 125/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O.N.G.C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com GG.LT.A. No. 125/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 79/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99) 

R. B. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002 .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Sh. K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
shy of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 


2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C .G.I.T A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officervicii?fileNo. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not con 9 emed workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the c omplaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus the/e is no violation of Section 
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33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

Date: 21*6*05 

M 4 2006 

*5T.3*r. 3514.— afcflp l * 1947 (1947 

*FT 14) «IRt 17 *ft mjW ' O I 3, TRsSK 3ft. R* ^ft. 

^ft. ^ fwc MW "'ft 4)^, 

arjsrV ft fHto tont ft smK 

124/04) ^ 

*?tfft ft, ^ft ^ 3-8-2006 “9ft W «fli 

[U t^-30025/10/2006-3^ 

4^. t(*L <£f4s, «fqq 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3514.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 124/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com CG.LTA.No. 124/04 In Reference No. C. G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 78/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 
K, T. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 


APPEARANCES: 

Complainant ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShdK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that die opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till die pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honhle Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per % present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/20G2 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B’\ Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed die written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 


to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change any 
rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infhictuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order; 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. 1. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

Date: 21-06-2005 
Ahmedabad. 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3515.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 123/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

° [No. L-30025/10/2006-1R(M)j 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. L TA, No. 123/04 In Reference No. G G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

IOM Com. No. 77/03 in Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99] 
Nandji Singh, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shd K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
(ill the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201 /104 as a old I .T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman the management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 
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3. A notice was issued to the opponent to tile the 


Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the Written 
Statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of sections 33 of the I.D.Act. The complainant 
is not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension- 
assumption. The subject matter of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. 
There is no such demand promotion in the main reference. 
The averments and contention made in the complaint are 
not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that 
the management is trying to modify recruitment arid 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege of 
the management to change of any rule. It is denied that 
there will be change of any service conditions of the 
complainant. The management calls recognized unions and 
ASTD for the discussion for changing the R & P regulations 
and the union is not recognized union and their union has 
not a legal right to say anything about R. &. P. The 
complainant has not produced any proof of contravention 
of section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the 
complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence, I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 21-06-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ fort'll, 4 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3516.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 122/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cura-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government cm 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1Q/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIALTRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com G G. L T A No. 122 M In Referenve No.GG.LT-A 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 76/03 in Reference (L T. G ) No. 120/99) 
B. P. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 


Mahesana -3 84 002. 

...Complainant 

V/s. 


The Director (Personnel/HR), 
O.N.G.C. Ltd., Telbhavan, 
Dehrandun-248003 

...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 



Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change oftime bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence, prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R. & P. Rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R. & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change oftime bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
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on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R. & P. Rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the Written 
Statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. The complainant 
is not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension— 
assumption. The subject-matter of present complaints is 
not connected with the pending Reference (ITC) No. 120/ 
99. There is no such demand promotion in the main 
reference. The averments and contention made in the 
complaints are not true, hence denied by the opponent. It 
is denied that the management is trying to modify 
recruitment and promotion rules with the other union. It is 
the privilege of the management to change of any rule. It is 
denied that there will be change of any service conditions 
of the complainant. The management call recognized unions 
and ASTD for the discussion for changing the R. & P. 
regulations and the union is not recognized union and 
their union has not a legal right to say anything about R. & 
P. The complainant has not produced any proof of 
contravention of section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed 
that the complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence, the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R. & P. 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. • 

Date: 21 -6-2005 B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3517.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 151 /04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1G/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. I5I/04InReferenveNo.C.G.LT. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 105/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
J. P. Parmar 

C/o O.N.G.C. Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, • 
Mahesana-384 002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

O.N.G.C. Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003. ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R. & P. Rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 
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2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a oldl.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R. & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is tiie time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement. 
The brief fects are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected,with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R. & P. regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
Management. Hence the present complaint may be 
'disposed off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P. 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 


breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3518.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 107/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the- 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C.G.I.T A. No. 107/04 in Reference No. C. G. L T. A 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 61/03 in Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99) 

R. J. Zala, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. ...Complainant 

- V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 
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APPEARANCE 

Complainant : ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shd K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 >2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex: 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 


by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of EX. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

4 3TTPRT, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3519.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 106/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute employers in relation to the between the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-OJM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T A. No. 106/04 in Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[OH Com. No. 60/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 

M. N. Raval, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002 .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without die consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/5Q/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 


desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent ofElectrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is iU founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence, the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion irt the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infinctuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence, 1 pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence, this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Offic er 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S«0. 3520.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 108/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of O. N. G. C. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A No. 108/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 62/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99J 
K. R. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 


bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence, prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon*ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & A Hied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is fciear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is rib 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 bfthe Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view, of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

ftcrd), 4 SRRrT, 2006 

w.aff. 3521 .—1947 (1947 
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[tf. -^-30025/10/2006-3^ 3Ht(1^t)] 

U*H. 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

, S.O. 3521.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 109/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Goverm»ent on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T. A. No. 109/04 in Reference C. G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 63/03 in Reference(1. T. C.) No. 120/99] 


S. M. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 

Vis. 

The Diitctor (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, telbhiVto, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G*I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as an old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C, trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, he 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-lV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & AHied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3 . A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no)urisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
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alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union has not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I, KAZI, Presiding Officer 

'Tif 4 3FR<T, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3522.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 110/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 110/04 in Reference C G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 64/03 in Reference (L T. G ) 120/99] 

J. G. Jani, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.TA. 
No. 201/04 as an old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
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per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
tough conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( I >2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file die 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of die complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 


Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructUQus 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ farSft, 4 Wm, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3523.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 111/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T A. No. 111/04 In Referenve No. C. G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 65/03 in Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99} 
B. A. Kachhia, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 
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APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
Theaction will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition ofthe workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to.be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 


union, It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of Contravention of Section 33 of the 
l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainantregarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section'33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as tc 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3524.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 112/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT; 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M,), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. L T A. No. 112/04 In Reference No. GG. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 66/03 in Reference(I.T.C) No. 120/99] 
R. S. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near SabkarNagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248 003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service In 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honhle Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide fi le No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 


Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension * assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the feet of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date; 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 







7678 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2,2006/BHADRA11,1928 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


M teft, 4 3RTRT, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3525,-3ftdtfW SlfaftsR, 1947 (1947 
14)^^ 

^ WW3T ^ M*l«hT sfa Z*p4 *4+l<T 4” 4fa, 
sfjsv 4alieftPi* 4 trsrtc, a44tfw 
auww ^ t^ttz (wf wn 113 / 04 ) ^4 

W%T wt t, TR^R ^4 03-08-2006 ^4 3fIRT 

^3fT mi 

[4. T^-30025/10/2006-3Tlf 31R(fsffaq)] 
41. T[R. 4fe, 3T?R 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3525.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 113/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: . 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. I. T A. No. 113/04 In Referenve No. C. G. 1. T. A. 

* No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 67/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 

D. H. Panchal, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society; Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002, .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shd K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 


bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 asa old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issue^i to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence, the present complaint maybe disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 17-05-2005 

^ fcc't'O, 4 3FTM, 2006 

W.3tT. 3526.-4f|«ilPl* tolR 1947 (1947 

^114) **RT 17 ^ 41d*U u l if, W&K 3ft. 
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stf&m ( tM WW I 103/04) ^ uwftKi 

efTIcft -51) 03-08-2006 TIM ^3TT *TTI 

[*T. ^-30025/10/2006-31^ 3TR(fafrm) ] 

New Delhi, the 4 th August, 2006 

S.O. 3526.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 103/0(4) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 103/04 in Reference No. C. G. L T. 

A. No. 201/04 

(Oid Com. No. 57/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 


R.N. Vashi, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 
Mahesana-384002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent • ShriK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence, prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R. & P. Rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
Management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R. & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. rules after completing c ° six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
dh 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
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alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent, it is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R. & P. Regulations and the union has not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R. & P. policy. Not only that the opponent has not 
committed any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no 
violation of Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by 
the opponent. Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become 
infructuous and does not survive in law. Hence, I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Rcvil, 4 2006 

^T.3TT. 3527.-3fcjtfwfa^ SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ ^t. 

SFpre 3 aMta faEn*? m sMfrrer 

W (mAwm 120/04) y+lfcld 
wt i, ^ 3-8-2006 3tF<T *TTI 

[K t^-30025/10/20063TR (faftftO] 
^t. rrq. 


New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3527.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 120/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)j 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL COVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 120/04 in Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 74/03 in Reference(L T. C.) No. 120/99) 
A. K. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

. V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence, prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R. & P. Rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.GXT. A. 
No. 201/04 as a Old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R. & P. Rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. Rules after completing of six years. 
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the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation KUJAH/50/( 1 >2002 

on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”, Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R &P. rules for electrical 
category workman without the consort of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. Hie complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on die 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of die management to change any 
rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of die 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that die matter is setded with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P. policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent 


Looking to die Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDEEi 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date; 21-06-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KA23, Presiding Officer 

3RTCT,2006 

w. 3 ff. 3528 .- 4 si)Pw fl wrc 1947 (1947 
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■aft. UR. ^f*T5, mi 
New Delhi, die 4th August, 2006 

S.O, 3528.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 105/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/102006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 
Com C G. I. T A. No. 105/M In Reference No. C G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/M 

[Old Com. No.59/03in Reference a. T. C) No. 120/991 
B.T.Paija, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun- 248003 ...Opponent 


2538 GI/06-23 
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APPEARANCES 

Complainant : ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B” Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedul IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
'The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’bie Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 


to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union has not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infiructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of EX. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

4 3PTRT, 2006 

T5T.3TT. 3529.-3?! fllPffi f mK atfq pRR, 1947 (1947 
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«ITI 

[4. -qcT-30025/10/2006-3^ 3TR(f4f4*?)] 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3529.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 121/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEIX®E THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRmUNALCUM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT 

Shri B. I Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G.LT. A No. 121/041n Reference No. C.GXT.A 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 75/03 in Reference (L T.C.) No. 120/99] 

M. D. Upadhyay, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & .Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002 .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 3 3 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201 /104 as a Old I. T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C, trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of l.D. Act, 1947. Thus it its prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 


Staff Association and not to change the service condition 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of die complainant. The management calls 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to tile facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing tile R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following order : 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6, the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 21-06-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3530. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 152/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O.N.G.C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03 08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C.G.I.T.A. No. 152/04 In Reference No. C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 106/03 in Reference (I.T.C.) No. 120/99) 

J. H. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002 .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ... Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 


the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 >2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is HI founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R. & P. 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

4 3piw, 2006 

W.3TT. 3531.— al l d i fob fa m n atfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) MKT 17 Mi 

STfMMKM (M^^Psdl 144/04) 
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Mt. 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3531.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 144/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Cora. C. G. L T A. No. 144/04 In Reference No. C, G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 98/03 in Reference(L T. C ) No. 120/99) 
C. J. Shah, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002 .. .Complainant 


V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ... Opponent 

APPEARANCES : 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShriK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.G trying to modify R. & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R. & P. rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time-bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time-bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide fileNo. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time-bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file tiie 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject-matter 
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of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R. & P. regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be 
disposed of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R. & 
P. policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

4 WKS, 2006 

^r.37r. 3532 .—afteiiPw* fans sifaPm, 1947 (1947 
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TRT. 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3532.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 143/04) 


of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employess in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1 G/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C. G. L T A No. 143/04 In Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

| Old Com. No. 97/03 in Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99) 
K. A. Modhia, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that tiie 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R. & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition ofElectrical category 
workman who are invol ved in the reference. As per the present R. 
& P. rules after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the time-bound promotion 
policy and it is also service condition of the workman. The 
management have intimated their intention of change of 
time-bound policy to the union through conciliation officer 
vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 y2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is 
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enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change 
of time bound promotion policy is change of service 
condition as per Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 
1947. Thus it is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall 
issue an order to opposite party to desist for any action of 
modifying R & P rules for electrical category workman 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association 
and not to change the service conditions till the Reference 
120/99 is finalized 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
LDiAct. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3533.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 142/04) 
of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 
Com C.G.LT.A No. 142/04 In Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 96/03 in Reference (L T. C ) No. 120/99] 
K. A. Gohil, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. ‘ ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003. ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant : Shri RC. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of fhe complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 



7688 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2,2006/BHADRA 11,1928 


[Part II —SEC.3(ii)] 


Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.TA. 
No. 201/04 as an old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R& P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint maybe disposed 
of accordingly. 


6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ fell, 4 2006 

3534,-3^€Itfil4> IftK 1947 (1947 

14) m 17^313^3, 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3534.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 141/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy v 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT 

ShriB. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T. A. No. 141/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 95/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 

S. R Parmar, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002. ...Complainant 
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V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon*ble Tribunal C.GJ.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and Schedule 
IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the Hon’ble 
Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to desist for 
any action of modifying R & P rules, for electrical category 
workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff 
Association and not to change the service conditions till 
the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
'is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption, The subject matter 


of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. Jt is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

•if Rc’ff), 4 2006 

*>T.3ir 3535.-<Hl«tPid> fadi<t srfqfWT, 1947 (1947 
^IT 14) ^ »TRT 17 ^ *KcW< 3ft. 
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^ 
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[ft. i^f-30025/10/2006-3TTf 3TR(fafav)] 
ftt. M.H. •sifdS, &ld< tifdd 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3535. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 140/04) 


2538 GI/06-24 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERN ME ENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 140/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No 94/03 in Reference (1. T. C.) No. 120/99j 

C. C. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhla 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change ot time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 


on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & A Hied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is iil founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3536.—In pursuance of Section 17 of ft 3 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 139/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. 1. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. I. T. A. No. 139/04 in Referenve No. C.G.LT. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 93/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 

J. P. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 


The Director (Personnel/HR), 
ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 


Dehradun-248003 

...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 


Complainant 

Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent 

ShriK. V.Gadhia 


ORDER 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in One post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
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bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before die Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. Tne 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management calls 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER ' 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Rf 4 3FT7R, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 ' 

S.O. 3537. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 138/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

' Com.C.G.I.T. A.No. 138/04inReferenveNo.C-G.I.T. 
A. No. 201/04 


[Old Com. No. 92/03 in Reference (I. T. C. ) No. 120/99] 
V. A. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, .. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts ofihe complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
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not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (TTC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is hying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost.- 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order : 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex, 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ fcc#, 4 3TORT, 2006 

grr.3tr. 3538.—ateftrirar arfaftro, 1947 (1947 

cfTT 14 ) ^ TOT 17 ^ 

•tft. <£ ^ PwWT 3 ft? «b4+i<T ^ -aN, 

srjsfa ^ 3^% faro -4 aflsilPre? 

arftrawTO sqpneFT, aw hawk ^ w 

131 /04 ) ^ S E * i fr l' fl TOcft ft, ^ ^ 03-08-2006 

[U ^-30025/10/2006-3nf 3TR(fqfq^)] 

aft. TO- ifo?, 


New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3538. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 131/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by die Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1CV2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 
OmCG.LT. A. No. 131/04in Reference No. CG.LT. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No.85/03 in Reference (L T. C) No. 120/99] 
A. D. Karaliy a, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 


Mahesana-384002 

...Complainant 

V/s. 


The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 
Dehrandun-248003 

...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 



Complainant : Shri R.C.Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has riled this complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is tfte 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be changed till the pending 
of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honble tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/104 as aold I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
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It is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50 (1 y2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service condition 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint Is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 


to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 12-07-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M f^fl, 4 3TOT, 2006 

W.3TT. 3539. —]947 (1947 
•3TT14) tjrcr 17 ^ snjSTSTaft 

3Tf*FR*T/?FT ^ W (tM WIT 

133/04) ^ 03-08-2006 

?TT! 

[U T^T-30025/10/2006-3^ 3rrc(fafa*0] 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3539.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 133/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 133/04 In Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 87/03 in Reference (I- T. C.) No. 120/99] 

F. M. Belim, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003. ...Opponent 


i.I.M ■ ... > < Ul I l| ... -HH II. Ii I * III •! MIM-h- - l> lIMIHlBlIMiaa ..1.1 III 4 



7695 


RTRT RTT TRTO : fa?!** 2, 2006/TO 11, 1928 


[TOT II—75PT5 3(ii) ] 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honhle Tribunal C.G.I.T A 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50( 1 Y2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service condition 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 

. The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 

and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 


any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and. their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy, Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass die following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 12-07-05 
Ahmedabad. 

^ 4 3PTRT, 2006 

^T.3TT 3540.- afo ftfrl^ 1947 (1947 

14) TOT 3ft. ^ft. 

Rt. ^ 3 rto?t ^ W«t«& PiqlWf sfk <ji ^ 

arjsro 3 sftsftfw faro 3 afoftffar 

3lfaTO"T, SHTR^TTO ^ wz (wf Ttm 134/04) Rft 
M+lfeld TOcft t, ^ft •RTSRTt 3-8-2006 ^ 3TF5T 

^3TT «ni 

[7T. ^-30025/10/2006-30$ 3TTC(fafRR) ] 
RT. RR. •SIRS, srar uNq 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3540.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 134/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 134/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 88/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. I20/99J 
V.N. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -3 84 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'bleTribunal C.G.l.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 y2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 


category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill-founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management calls 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to *• 
say anything about R & P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 


Date: 12-07-05 
Ahmedabad. 
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[HPT ri—Tgtrg 3(H)] 

4 3PTRT, 2006 

W.3TT. 3541.—3lfqfwr, 1947 (1947 
hjt i4) hrt n ^ T&fa wm 3ft T&. ^ft 

Ht. ^ TPTHTfa ^ fMfcpEf 3fk TTft HPfonf ^ 

ST^sfH "ft Plf^^d 3?lalPl^ 'ft HT^iR dfl^Pc^ 

STfW^T, ^ HHT2 (*M WTT 313/04) ^ 

y+lfelfl HRTft t, HT^R 3-8-2006 HTHT 

^3TI «HI 

[H. T^-30025/10/2006-311$ 3TR(fafau)] 
Hi. RH. 4fq-S, 3TH^ HfHH 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3541.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 313/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the :i 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-lR(M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 1 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 313/04 
(Old Com. No. 20/98) 

Patel Ashwin P., 

C/o Gujarat Petroleum Employees 
Union, 436/46, Gandhivas, 

Koba Road, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad-380 005 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

1. Parisharm Labour Co. Op. Soc., 

19, Sahajanand Centre, 

Shahibaug Ahmedabad-4 

2. Group General Manager, 

ONGC Avani Bhavan, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : (Absent) 

Opponent : Shri K.V. Gadhia, 

Shri Mahendra K. Patel 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint in (l.T.C) 
No. 11/97 under Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes 


Act, for illegal termination of service during the pendency 
of reference. 

2. The brief facts are that the Central Government 
vide order dated 2-4-1997 referred the dispute to the 
Tribunal (l.T.C.) No. 11/97. The reference was for 258 
workmen. The name of the complainant appears at Sr. 117 
list of the workman. The complainant has been working as 
a typist in TBG section of O.N.G.C., Ahmedabad since 
1-1-1992. The opponent did not provide work to the 
complainant w.e.f. 21-7-1997. The complainant met the 
officers, but he was never taken back. The complainant is 
unemployed and the opponent had employed new persons. 
Complainant is directly connected workman and the 
services are terminated. Even though there is a stay against 
the termination. Thus opponent have contravened the 
provisions of Section 33 (I) of the I.D. Act. The category of 
typist is prohibited by notification on 8-4-1994 opponent 
not is a real employer. Thus by para 13 he prays for the 
relief. 

.. 3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file a reply 
of the complaint. The opponent No. 2 has filed a reply by 
Ex. 15. The brief facts are that the corporation has not 
contravened and provisions of Section 33 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Hence the complaint is not maintainable. 
The complainant is not a concerned workman. The alleged 
dispute is not connected with the main reference. The 
relation of muster and servant is not there and the 
complainant is not the workman. The averments in his paras 
1 to 6 of the complaint are not true and denied. It is denied 
that the opponent did not provide the work to the 
complainant w.e.f. 21-7-1997. The averments made in paras 
7 to 13 are not true and denied. It is denied that the category 
of typist is prohibited category for appointment as a 
contract labour. It is denied that, O.N.G.C. is a real employer. 
Applicant is not entitled to get reinstatement with full back 
wages. The main reference is not decided. The complainant 
was employed by the contractor namely Parisharm Labour 
Co-op. Societies. It is a baseless that his services was dis¬ 
continued by O.N.G.C. Thus it is prayed that the 
complainant is not entitled to get any relief as prayer for 
and the complaint is required to be dismissed with cost. 

4. By Ex. 16 the union withdraw the authority and 
submitted a letter dated 3-10-2004. 

5. Thought proper opportunity was given to prove 
the case, the complainant did not remain present for the 
prosecution. Thus he failed to prove the facts stated in the 
complaint. Looking to this facts the complainant is not 
entitled to get any relief for want of prosecution. Thus I 
hereby pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is dismissed for default for want of 
prosecution. No order as to cost. 

Date: 12-10-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 


2538 GI/06-25 
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•Tif 4 dPIW, 2006 

*5T.3IT. 3542.—fwt; 3TfafriTR, 1947 (1947 
14) tlKf 17 ^ TTriFR 3ft. T£T. ^ft. 

7ft. T> 7^^051 ^ sftr <H«t> +4ehl<T ®ft «ft^, 

si^sra ftf fftfe 3?|y)Pi<* ftf Tfrfa jwm sft^tfw 

^ TO (*M TO 150/04) 
y+lfvid ^Tcft t, ■sft 7TTOT7 ^fft 3-8-2006 ^ W 
^3TT 8HI 

[7T. 1^-30025/10/2006-3^ 3IR(fafrW) ] 
*ft. TR tfcS, 3T5R Trf^T 
New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3542.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 150/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T. A. No. 150/04 in Reference C. G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 104/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99J 
S.R. Verma, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana-384 002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 


bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal, C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as an old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence, the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence, I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject, matter of the complaint. 
Hence, this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

feft, 4 apTCT, 2006 

W.3TT. 3543.-3?l«ilPl<h STfatWT, 1947 (1947 
MU 14) MTCT 17 %RP*T 3tt. 

Tft. M> M> <5*1«t»4«f>i<Y Mi" 4N, 

3T8M5M14 (tM WIT 149/04) MTt y+lfifld 

t, ^ Ws$K Mft 3-8-2006 ^ 3ITRT §3TI *TTI 

[TT. Ti^I-30025/10/2006-3TR(fafa«0 ] 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3543.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 df 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 149/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/1Q/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T. A. No. 149/04 In Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 103/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No! 120/991 


K.E.Nagarkar, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248 003 ...Opponent 

, APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence, prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, he workman is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/ 
50/( 1 y2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure 
“B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per section 9-A 
and Schedule- IV of I D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party 
to desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical and 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The bri^f facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
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alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence, the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence, the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence, I pass the following order : 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence, this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ 4 3TW, 2006 

oFT.3TT. 3544.-3?la)Pl+ 3TfafWf 1947 (1947 
+T 14) ^ 17 ^ TR+K 3ft. TR. *ft 

7Tt. ^ ^ 7TO fH+^i+T cR+r +4+10 ^ 

4r fife 3 MPt+ Iwc ^^iPi+ 

^ W (Wt RRs^T 
148/04) ^ y+lftld +RR t, 7R+R3-8-2006 

«ni 

[U "0^-30025/10/2006-3Tlf 3TR(fafa*0 ] 
«fl. TRT. 


New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3544. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 148/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. I. T A. No. 148/04 in Reference No. CG.LT.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 102/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 
K. M. Johny, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shrift. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence, prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G. I.T. A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
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per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it i s the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of die workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 >2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Sichedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
d iesist for any action of modifying R and P rules for electrical 
c ategory workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Sitaff Association and not to change the service conditions 
t ill the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
^ Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
' The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
i rnd the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
i s ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
a lleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by \the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
unio n. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any nule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recogntized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say am/thing about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed'with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint maybe disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 


to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-8-2005 

^ 4 3PTST, 2006 

^.3ff,3S45,- 4€ftP l 4> faqrc stffrEm, 1947 (1947 
^»T 14) SfKT 17 ^ T£T. 

apptj -ft* adhdffii w 

132/04) 

i, ^ Wsm ^ 3-8-2006 ^3TT «IT| 

[■R. T^T-30025/10/2006-311$ ORCfcftTC)] 

Tft. tr. smsfctt 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3545.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 132/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. 1. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. CG. LT A. No. 132/04 in ReferenveNo. C G. LT. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 86/03 in Reference (I. T. C )No. 120/99) 
R. J. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkuitj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003. 


...Opponent 
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APPEARANCES 

Complainant ShriR.C. Shukla. 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/104 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide ftleNo. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the Written 
Statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. The complainant 
is not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension— 
assumption. The subject matter of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. 
There is no such demand promotion in the main reference. 
The averments and contention made in the complaint are 
not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that 


the management is trying to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege of 
the management to change of any rule. It is denied that 
there will be change of any service conditions of the 
complainant. The management call recognized unions and 
ASTD for the discussion for changing the R & P regul&ions 
and the union is not recognized union and their union has 
not a legal right to say anything about R & P. The 
complainant has not produced any proof of contravention 
of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the 
complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

* 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the. parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. 

Date: 12-7-2005 B. 1. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

T? fccrft, 4 2006 

■?FT.3TT. 3546.-^1 1947 ( 1947 

T4 14) ^fft m 17 ^ ftf, 3ft T^. ^ft. 

7ft. ^ ^ w sffr 

srfawr atsmMK ^ T RR (TKftTftaqt 147/04) 

t, 3-8-2006 W<T iraftT «4TI 

[7T. Ti^-30025/10/2006-3^ 3IR(faftPT)] 

^ft. irq. 3^7 Tfe 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3546.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 147/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B, Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. L T A. No. 147/04 in Reference, C.G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 101/03 in Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99] 
RB.Raval, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant ShriRC. Shukla. 

Opponent ShriK. V.Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
section 3 3-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time-bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time- 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant are that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workmen who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through Conciliation Officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 >2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time-bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
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Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference Na. 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension • assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
condition of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Offi*'- 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3547.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 146/04) 
of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.I.TA. No. 146/04 in Reference C. G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 100/03 in Reference(L T. C.) No. 120/99] 
N. R. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical and Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahky Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002. ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K.V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 


Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical and Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workmen who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, he workmen is getting promotion to next higher 
post and it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also 
service condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through Conciliation Officer vide File No. RLC/AH/ 
50/( I >2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure 
“B”. Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per section 9-A 
and Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party 
to desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical and 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension -assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
preservative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
x. 6 and it is stated,that the matter is settled with the 

management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is’no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R&P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6, the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3548.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 145/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, UnderSecy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBl JN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. 1. KAZ1 (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G. l.T.A. No. 145/04 in Reference No.C. G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 99/03 in Reference(I.T.C) No. 120/99J 


N.R. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that the 
opponent shall not change time bound promotion policy, 
in which a workman who completes six years of service In 
one post will get the promotion to next higher post. It is the 
say of the complainant that change oftime bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R. & P. rules for electrical category and the 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R- & P. rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change die service condition,of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R&P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher.post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 y2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9 tA and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R&P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
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alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about k. & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 

I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. . 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-8-2005 

Ahmedabad. B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3549,—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 177/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Govinda 
Sub Area of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
3-8-2006. 

[No. L-22012/281/2002-IR (C-II)3 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTTRIALTRIBUNALfCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

CASE NO. CGIT/LC/R/177/03 
SHRIC. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer: 

The Executive Committee Member, 

Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC), 

Near Panchayati Mandir, Shahdol ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Govinda Sub Area of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., 

Po Kotma, Distt. Shahdol (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of July, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/28 l/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 
8-12-2003 has referred the following disputeYor adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of SECL in 
imposing punishment of withhelding of two 
increments of Smt. Rekha Singh was legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief she is entitled to?” 

2. Inspite of sufficient service of notice on the 
Executive Committee member, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor 
Sangh (AITUC), Near Paanchayati Mandir, Shahdol, MP, 
the Union/workman Smt. Rekha Singh failed to put in 
appearance before this tribunal and to file statement of 
claim, therefore vide order dated 28-3-05 of this tribunal, 
this reference proceeding proceeded exparte against the 
Union/workman. 

3. The case of management (Sub Area Manager 
Govinda Sub Area of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., PO 
Kotma, Distt. Shahdol (MP) in brief is as follows. That 
workman Smt. Rekha Singh was working as Dainik Mazdoor 
in Govinda dispensary of Govinda Sub-Area of SECL, 
Kotma. That on 30-11 -99 at about 4.00 PM, she along with 
her husband Shri Dinesh Singh went to the hospital 
premises and Smt. Krishna Devi Dresser was abused in 
filthy language and assaulted her during duty hours. The 
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said incident was reported by the victim Smt. Krishna Devi. 
Accordingly workman Smt. Rekha Singh was issued with a 
chargesheet under clause 26.18 and 26.22 of die Standing 
Orders. The workman submitted reply denying charges. 
As die reply was found unsatisfactory, the competent 
authority decided to conduct the Departmental enquiry. 
Accordingly vide order No. 615 dated 17-11-99 Shri V. D. 
Bhide, the then Personnel Manager, Govinda Colliery was 
appointed as Enquiry Officer and Shri V.K.Badgaiya, Sr. 
Under Manager was appointed as management's 
representative. The Enquiry Officer issued memo of enquiry 
for die date of hearing of enquiry. During die course ofDE, 
the workman availed the services of coworker Shri 

S.N. Singh, Sr. clerk, Jamuna Kotma Area. The DE was 
conducted legally, properly and following the principles of 
natural justice. The Enquiry Officer submitted his report 
holding the charge/sheeted employee guilty of charges. 
The entire departmental proceedings were placed before 
die Competent Authority who has gone through die same 
and satisfied that die enquiry, was conducted legally and 
properly and the C.S.E. has availed full opportunity of 
defending her case. Consequently die competent authority 
agreed with die findings of die Enquiry Officer and charges 
levelled against her stands proved. Both the charges proved 
against her was enough to impose punishment of dismissal 
from services. Hercase was leniently considered and she 
was given minor punishment by imposing stoppage of two 
increments with cumulative effect vide office order No. 
1379 dated 11-1-2000. Workman Smt. Rekha Singh was 
regularised as clerk vide office order No. 3095 dated 
3 0-12-2000. It is prayed by the management that die action 
of the management in imposing the punishment of 
withholding 2 increments of Smt. Rekha Singh be held legal, 
proper and justified and accordingly die award be passed 
in favour of the management. 

4. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit o f their witness Shri A. K. Roy, die then working 
as Personnel Manager in SECL, Jamuna and Kotma area. 

5. I have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate, the 
learned counsel for the management and perused the 
evidence on record. 

6. The case of the management is fully proved from 
the uncontroverted and unchallenged affidavit of their 
witness Shri A. K. Roy who was then working as Personal 
Manager in SECL, Jamuna and Kotma area. As die case 
proceeded exparte against the workman, no evidence has 
been adduced on behalf of die workman. 

7. In view of the above, die reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of die management and against die 
workman. Having considered the facts and circumstances 
of die case, I am of the opinion that parties be directed to 
bear their own costs of this reference. 

8. The reference is answered in favour of the 
management and against die workman holding that die 


action of management of SECL in imposing punishment of 
withholding' 2 increments of Smt. Rekha Singh was legal 
and justified and consequently she is not entitled to 
any relief. The parties shall bear their own costs of this 
reference. 

9. Copy of die award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, die 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3550.-r-In pursuance of Section J 7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die award (Ref, No. 161/ 
2003) of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in die Annex ure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between die management of Amiai G.C. 
M. of SECL, and their workman, received by, the Central 
Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No, L-22012/12/2001-IR (C-U) 1 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GO VERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 
JABALPUR 

CASE NO. CG1T/LC/R/161/02 
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C M. SINGh 
The Secretary, 

M. P. Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (HMS), 

Sohagpur Area of SECL, 

At/PO Dhai^uri, 

Shahdol Workman/ Union 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Amiai O.C.Mof SECL, 

PO Amiai O.C.M, Shahdol. Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of July-2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/12/200 l-IR(C-lI) dated 
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9-12-02 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal ; 

"Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, Amlai 
O.C.M of SECL, PC Amlai, distt. Shahdol (MP) in not 
giving notional seniority to Shri Chandra Shekhar 
Shrivastava, Dumper Operator, Group-A Amlai 
O.C.M w.e.f. 4-5-94 is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief he is entitled to?" 

2. in spite of sufficient service of notice on the 
Secretary, M P Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (HMS), sohagpur 
Area of SECL, At/PO Dhanpuri Shahdol, no statement of 
claim has been filed on behalfof workman/Union. Therefore 
vide order dated 28-3-05 of this tribunal, the case proceeded 
exparte against the workman/Union. 

3. The management filed their Written Statement. 
Their case in brief is as follows. Shri Chandra Shekhar 
Shrivastava is working as Dumper Operator, Grade-A at 
Amlai OCM of SECL, Sohagpur Area w.e.f. 4-5-94. The 
Union has raised the dispute claiming notional seniority to 
Shri Chandra Shekhar Shrivastava, Dumper Operator 
Grade-A w.e.f. 4-5-94 whereas the dispute has been raised 
only in the year 2002 i.e. after a lapse of 8 years. The claim 
is therefore highly belated. Seniority cannot be claimed 
after a lapse of several years as it will effect the career of 
other employees once the seniority has been settled 
amongst the employees the same cannot be taken after a 
lapse of several years, as it w ill create an industrial unrest 
amongst the employees. On this ground alone, the present 
dispute is not maintainable. Workman Shri Chandra Shekhar 
Shrivastava has already been granted notional seniority 
w.e.f. 31-3-96. There exists no ground on the part of the 
workman to claim notional seniority w.e.f 4-5-94. It seems 
that the claim is based on comparison with other workers 
namely Shri Mohammed Abdal and Shri Sant Singh. The 
workman has claimed notional seniority comparinghis case 
with the case of Shri Mohammed Abdal and Shri Sant Singh. 
The workman cannot compare his case with Shri 
Mohammed Abdal and Shri Sant Singh as their date of 
appointment, seniority, further promotion of the workman 
as well as Shri Mohammed Abdal and Shri Sant singh are 
different. On the recommendation of Departmental 
Promotion Committee, the workman along with others 
working as Dumper Operator Grade C at Dhanpuri OCM 
and Sharda OCP was given promotion to the post of Dumper 
Operator Grade-B w.e.f. 11-4-89 vide office order No. 91/ 
111/80 dated 15-1-91. Shri Mohammed Abdal and Shri Sant 
Singh have been promoted as dumper operator, Excv.Grade- 
A vide office Order No. SECL/SAM/ AOCM/49/94/1 04 
dated 2-4-94 w.e.f. 1 -5-94. At that time Shri Chandra Sekhar 
Srivastava was not on the roll of Amlai OCM. That vide 
office order No. 3242 dated 21-1 -95, the workman concerned 
was transferred from Sharda OCP to Amlai OCM. The DPC, 
vide their report recommended Shri Mohammed Abdal and 
Shri Sant Singh to the post of Dumper Operator Excv.Group- 
A. As per the recommendations of the DPC, Shri 


Mohammed Abdal and Shri Sant Singh were given 
promotion from Dumper Operator Excv.Group-B to Dumper 
Operator Excv.Group-A vide office order No. 109 dated 2- 
5-94 That the workman submitted representation on 19-10- 
94 claiming notional seniority w.e.f 4-5-94. The management 
vide letter No. 3334 dated 3-2-95, having examined his case 
regarding the notional seniority informed him that his 
representation will be considered on merit for giving 
notional seniority in Dumper Operator Grade A after his 
regularisation on the above post. The case of workman 
was considered for deployment in the 50 Tones Dumper 
and after one year, his case was also considered for 
promotion to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-A. On 
the recommendation of the Departmental Promotion 
Committee, the workman Shri Chandra Shekhar Srivastava, 
Dumper Operator Grade B of Amlai has been promoted to 
the post of Dumper Operator group-A vide order No. SECL/ 
PD/ AOCM/98/64/669 dated 3-3-98 and he was also given 
notional seniority w.e.f. 31-3-96 and the same was 
communicated to him vide letter No. SECL/PD/1127/98/601 
dated 10-11/4/98. The promotion of Dumper Operator, 
Group-B to Group-A is done as per the job nomenclature/ 
job description Cadre scheme as given below : 

“A highly skilled workman possessing not less than 
8 years experience in operation of heavy duty 
highway dumpers of Coal Haulers of which is must 
have 3 years experience in next below grade i.e. in 
grade "B". He will operate such equipment of a 
capacity of 45 tones and above. He should have 
general knowledge of the mechanism of the 
equipment and should undertake minor maintenance 
and running repairs. We should hold valid License 
endorsed for driving Heavy duty Vehicle (IINo. 16 dt. 
22-2-84.)” 

4. As per job description and nomenclature for 
promotion of Dumper Operator Group B to A is required 
the experience of operation of 50 tones dumper/machine. 
Shri Chandra Sekhar Shrivastava had not operated the 50 
tones dumper before his joining at Amlai OCM i.e. 24-1-95. 
Hence his case for promotion from Group-B to A does not 
arise due to non-operating of 50 tones Dumper'./ The 
management has given him notional seniority for promotion 
of Dumper Operator Group-B to A w.e.f. 31-3-96. At the 
time of promotion of Shri Mohd. Abdal and Shri Sant 
Singh to the post of Dumper Operator, Excv.Group-Aas on 
1-5-94 Shri Chandra Sekhar Shrivastava was not on roll of 
Amlai OCM. Hence the question of considering his case 
for promotion does not arise. The promotion from the post 
of Dumper Operator Grade B to A is unit level post as per 
the seniority list of the project. When Shri Chandra. Sekhar 
Shrivastava was not working in Amlai OCM/Unit his 
demand for notional seniority from the date of promotion 
of others belonging to Amlai OCM is not justified and is 
contrary to promotion policy. Thus the claim made by Shri 
Chandra Sekhar Shrivastava is neither legal nor justified 
and is liable to be rejected. 
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5. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of Shri Charan Singh, the then working as SAM in 
SECL, Shahdolarea. 

6. The management has also filed Photostat copies 
of the certain documents, but those Photostat copies have 
not been proved in accordance with the law of evidence 
and therefore, cannot be read in evidence. 

7.1 have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate the learned 
counsel for the management and perused the evidence on 
record. 

8. The case , of the management is fully established 
and proved from the uncontroverted and unchallenged 
affidavit of their witness Shri Charan Singh, the then 
working as SAM in SECL, Sohagpur area. 

9. Against the above, as the, case proceeded exparte 
against the workman/Union there is no evidence on record 
on behalf of wcrkman/Union. 

10. In view of the above, the reference deserves to 
be answered in favour of die management and against the 
workman/Union. Having considered the facts and 
circumstances of the case, I am of the opinion that die 
parties should be directed to bear their own costs of this 
reference. 

11. The reference is answered in favour of the 
management holding that the action of Sub Area Manager, 
Amlai O. C. M of SECL, PO Amlai, distt Shahdol (MP) in 
not giving notional seniority to Shri Chandra shekhar 
Shrivastav, Dumper Operator, Group-A Amlai O.C.M w.e.f. 
4-5-94 is legal and justified and consequently the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. The parties shall hear their own 
costs of this reference. 

12. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3551.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 78/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Jamuna U.G.R.O. of 


SECL, and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/121/2001-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALCUM LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

CASE NO. CGIT/LC/R/78/02 
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C.M. SINGH 


The Dy. General Secretary (C) 
R.C.W. F, Jamuna U.G.Branch, 
Shahdol. 

Workman/Union 

Versus 


The Sub area Manager, 

Jamuna U.G.R.0 of SECL, 

PO Jamuna, 

Shahdol. 

Management 


AWARD 


Passed on this 19th day of July, 20Q6 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/121/2001 -IR(C-II) dated 
28-5-02 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

"Whether the sub Area Manager, Jamuna UGRO of 
SECL, PO Jamuna colliery of SECL, distt. Shahdol 
(MP) in not regularizing shri Surendra Kumar Mishra, 
General Mazdoor to explosive issuer,/whereas he is 
working since 1993 is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled? 

2. The Dy. General Secretary, R.C.W. F, Jamuna U. G. 
Branch, Shahdol failed to file statement of claim on behalf 
of workman Shri Surendra Kumar Mishra inspite of sufficient 
service of notice on him. Therefore vide order dated 
28-3-05 of this tribunal, the reference proceeded exparte 
against the workman/Union. 

3. The Sub Area Manager, Jamuna UGRO of SECL, 
PO Jamuna, Shahdol filed their written statement. Their 
case in brief is as follows. The terms of reference are vague 
and contrary to the facts of the case. That the appropriate 
government has exceeded its jurisdiction by deciding the 
disputed question as to “Whereas he is working since 
1993 as explosive issuer". The workman has claimed the 
post of explosive issuer since 1993 whereas the dispute 
was raised in the year 2002 after the lapse of several years. 
Therefore the dispute is highly helated and the same is not 
not maintainable. The workman shri Surendra Kumar Mishra 
was initially appointed as General Mazdoor Category-1 at 
Jammu U/G Mine. While he was working as time rated 
employee, he was employed in clerical job. The workman 
along with others were therefore regularized as clerk 
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Grade III in the scale of pay of Rs. 3545-87-5111 ofNCWA- 
VI vide confirm orderNo. 337 dated 30-4-02. Further to the 
office order No. 337, the workman along with others also 
has been regularised as clerk Gr-III have been granted 
seniority w.e.f. 30-12-2000 i.e. at par with the date in which 
IITR employees were regularised. The workman is working 
as clerk Gr-III. The workman was neither appointed nor 
deployed as explosive issuer against any sanctioned or 
vacant post. He might have been authorised to look after 
the job of explosive issuer in the absence of clerk 
temporarily, that does not give him a right to hold the said 
post. The workman was working as General Mazdoor as in 
1993, as the claim made by him for regularization to the 
post of explosive issuer since 1993 is illegal, unjustified 
and incorrect and therefore the reference is liable to be 
answered in positive as the same has no merits. 

4. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit or Shri R. K. Prusty, the then working as Sr. P. O in 
SECL., Jamuna and Kotina Area. 

5. The management has also filed certain Photostat 
copies of the documents but those Photostat copies have 
not been proved in accordance with law of evidence and 
therefore they cannot be read in evidence. 

6. 1 have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate for the 
management and perused the evidence on record. 

7. The case of the management is fully established 
and proved from the uncontroverted and unchallenged 
affidavit of their witness Shri R. K. Prusty. As the case 
proceeded ex-parte against the workman/Union and no 
statement of claim has been filed on behalf of the workman, 
there is no evidence on record for proving the case of the 
workman/Union. 

8. In view of the above, the reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of the management and against the 
workman/Union. Keeping into consideration the facts and 
circumstances of the case, I am of the view that the parties 
be directed to bear their own costs of this reference. 

9. The reference is answered in favour of the 
management and against the workman/Union holding that 
the Sub Area Manager, Jamuna URGO of SECL, PO Jamuna 
Colliery of SECL, Distt. Shahdol (MP) in not regularizing 
Shri Surendra Kumar Mishra, General Mazdoor to explosive 
issuer, whereas he is working since 1993 is legal and 
justified and the workman is not entitled to any relief. Parties 
shall bear their own costs of this reference. 

10. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
Tif fcct'fl, 4 3RR<f 2006 

W.3IT. 3552,-3?taifW SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) *TRT 17 ^ SFJSPTJT 


(TMwn 40/1999) 

^Rcft -5ft TR^R 3-8-2006 ^ WZ $3TT «TTI 

[R. T^r-22012/47/1998-311$ 3?R(tf-II)] 
3T5RT 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3552.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/47/1998-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

CASE NO. CGIT/LC/,R/40/99 
PRESIDING OFFICER; SHRI CM. SINGH 

The Area Secretary, INMOSSA, 

Pench Area, INMOSSA Bhavan, 

Durga Chowk, Shivpuri, 

PO Sirgora, Chhindwara (MP). Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Manager, 

Eklehra Colliery, WCL, PO Parasia, 

Distt. Chhindwara (MP) 

Chhindwara Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 21st day of July-2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/47/98-1 R(CM-II) dated 24-29/ 
12/1998 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Eklehra 
Colliery of WCL, Distt. Chhindwara in transferring 
Shri Shiv Shankar Lai Chourasia, overman from 
Eklehra Colliery to Thisgora/Mathani Group of WCL, 
Pench Area, Parasia w.e.f. 15-11 -1996 is justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of workman Shri Shiv Shankar Lai 
Chourasia/Union in brief is as follows. That workman Shri 
Shiv Shankar Lai chourasia was initially appointed on the 
post of Mining Sirdar in the year 1980 and was posted at 
Eklehra Colliery. While he was in service, he qualified 
himself for the post of overman by appearing in the overman 
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Certificate examination conducted by the Board of Mining 
Examination, Dhanbad in the year 1987. Accordingly he 
was promoted to the post of overman in the year 1989. 
That workman Shri Shiv Shankar Lai Chourasia was elected 
as Branch President of the Indian National Mines Overman 
Sirdar Shortfires Association in the year 1994 which is a 
registered Trade Union duly registered under the India 
Trade Union's Act bearing registration No. 3887. That the 
workman being President of the Branch, is protected 
workman under sub-section (3) of Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 and his rights are protected 
under the Act. Apart from this, he is a workman inspector 
under Sec-29 (2) of the Mines Rules 1955 and under the 
said mines rules, he has to see the safety of the roof and 
Other duties, and, therefore under sub- rule (7) and (8) of 
Rule 29 of the Mines rules is entitled to hold the office for 
a period of 3 years from the date of his nomination. He was 
nominated as workman inspector on 31-12-95 effective 
from 18-11 -95. He is also rescue trainee under Rule 18 of 
the Mine§ Rescue rules 1985 and under the rules, in every, 
colliery there must be 5 rescue trainees which is mandatory. 
Since at Eklehra colliery there were only 5 rescue trainees, 
therefore, he could not have been transferred to other place. 
But on 28-9-95 some 53 employees working in Eklehra 
colliery including the workman were transferred to other 
mines. However for reasons best known to the management, 
this transfer order was not given effect to the overmans 
and Mining Sirdars. However, again on 1 -11-96, the workman 
along with ohe Shri Mohan Kamlesh was transferred to 
Rawanwara sub Area and he was advised to report for 
duties at sub Area Manager, RawanWara Group. That prior 
to second transfer, the workman represented the entire 
matter to the management on 12-10-96 informing that since 
he is Branch President of Indian National Mines Overman 
Sirdar Shortfires Association, he is a protected workman. 
He also informed that since he has been designated as 
workman inspector under rule 29 (Q) of the Mines Rules, 
1955 and also a rescue Trainee under the Mines Rescue 
rules 1985, therefore, he cannot be transferred to other 
collieries. But in spite of representation, the management 
transferred him to Rawanwara sub Area. Aggrieved by the 
said transfer order, he raised an Industrial Dispute before 
die Assistant Labour Commissioner, Chhindwara(MP) on 
9-1-97. Since the Assistant Labour Commissioner could 
not complete the conciliation proceedings in due time, 
therefore the workman had no other alternative except to 
j oin at Rawanwara and accordingly he joined at Rawanwara 
colliery on 23-2-97 under protest. The Assistant Labour 
Commissioner in spite of sending failure report to the 
Government, closed the case and therefore the workman 
had to rush to the High Court by way of filing a writ petition 
bearing No. 1214/1997 and by virtue of the orders of the 
Honourable High Court dated 11-9-97, the Government has 
referred the present dispute before this Tribunal. The 
workman prior to joining at Rawanwara group had made an 
appeal to the General Manager (IR), Western Coalfields 


Limited, Nagpur for cancellation of his transfer order and 
his retention at Eklehra Colliery. In the said representation, 
he had requested that since he is Branch President of the 
Union, also a workman Inspector and. Rescue Trainee, 
therefore, .his transfer from Eklehra Colliery to Rawanwara 
colliery is not only Illegal but also an act of colourable 
exercise of powers. He also stated that the transfer order is 
made on the malafide intention and, therefore, requested 
to cancel the transfer order. The workman is President of 
INMOSSA Union and is protected workman under Sec- 
330) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 read with Rule 61 
of the Industrial Dispute (Central) rules. No protected 
workman can be transferred unless an approval has been 
sought by the Central Union. In his case, no such approval 
has been sought from the Central Union, therefore transfer 
order is bad and illegal. The workman was nominated as 
workman inspector under Rule 29(Q) of die Mines Rules 
55. A workman inspector nominated under sub-rule(l) 
shall, unless he resigns from his office cannot be transferred 
to any other place in violation of the rules. But the 
management in violation of the said rules transferred die 
workman to Rawanwara area. That the root cause of 
transferring the workman from Eklehra to Rawtawara is 
due to annoyance by the management for workman’s Union 
activities. The workman has represented his entire matter 
to the Union as well as to the management of WCL, but in 
spite of representation made, no action has beat initiated 
and he has been forced to join at Rawanwara Sub-Area 
under protest It is, therefore, prayed that die action of 
management of Eklehra Colliery of WCL, Distt. Chhindwara 
in transferring the workman, overman from Eklehra Colliery 
to Thisgara/Mathani group and posting him at Rawanwara 
colliery is unjustified and his transfer order be set aside 
and the management of WCL be directed to re-transfer him 
from Rawanwara group to Eklehra Colliery. 

3. The management filed their Written Statement. 
Their case in brief is as follows. That Shri Shiv Shankar Lai 
Chourasia is an employee of WCL, Pench Area. He was 
working as overman in Eklehra Colliery. The management 
of Pench Area started a new project namely Thisgara/ 
Mathani group. The Eklehra colliery as well as this project 
are situated within a radius of 50 Kms. Due to administrative 
reason, the management has decided to transfer manpower 
from Eklehra Colliery to the new project as per requirement. 
The management has its own transfer policy for the transfer 
of employees from one unit to another. The said policy was 
decided and approved by the joint Co-ordination Committee 
of the area. The said joint Co-ordination Committee of the 
area consisted the representatives of all operating Trade 
Unions in the said area. Transfer has been made as per the 
approved^ transfer policy. Since Shri Shiv Shankar Lai 
Chourasia was the junior most overman, he was transferred 
to Thisgara/Mathani group as per above transfer policy 
vide order No. 1754 dated 28-9-96. Later on as per verbal 
discussion with the representatives of INMOSSA he was 
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transferred to near by mine of Rawanwara instead of 
Thisgara/Mathani vide office order dated 
1 -11-96. Shri Shiv Shankar Lai Chourasia was the President 
of INMOSSA branch, Eklehra and President of INMOSS A 
is not a protected workman under transfer policy. Being 
the junior most overman, Shri Shankar Lai Chourasia was 
transferred on administrative ground. The management 
taking into consideration the norms of transfer policy has 
rightly transferred Shri Shiv Shankar Lai Chourasia from 
Eklehra Colliery. As such his transfer cannot be treated as 
illegal transfer as alleged by INMOSSA. Shri M.P.Mishra, 
General Secretary of INMOSSA made an application dated 
9-1-97 to the Assistant Labour Commissioner, Chhindwara 
alleging illegal transfer of Shri S.S.Chourasia. Shri S. K. 
Banerjee, Area Personnel Manager, Pench replied to the 
ALC(C) Chhindwara in response to ALC's endorsement 
No. CHA-l(Gen.)/96 dated 14-1-97 vide letter No. WCL/ 
Pench/P/23/348/97. The ALC(C) Chhindwara vide letter No. 
CHA-l(Gen)/97 dated 31-1-97 replied to the General 
Secretary, INMOSSA, Pench Area closing the case. Shri 
S.S.Chourasia filed writ petition in the High Court, Jabalpur 
and on 3-9-97 an order was passed by the Honourable 
Court directing ALC(C) to complete the proceedings of 
conciliation. Finally on 19-12-97, discussion between both 
the parties held. Shri N. P. Mishra, General Secretary 
INMOSSA insisted for transfer to Eklehra Colliery only. 
The management offered for transfer up to Rawanwara 
Colliery which was refused by the General Secretary. 
Conciliation finally resulted into failure on 19-12-97. Vide 
order dated 28-9-96 as many as 53 persons working in 
various capacities such as overman Mining Sirdar, 
Explosive Carrier, Dresser, Timber Mistry, Clipman, Socket- 
man, Trammor, Loading Mate, Raising Mate, Line Mistry, 
were transferred from Eklehra Colliery to Thisgara/Mathani 
group. It was specifically mentioned in the aforesaid order 
that since these transfers are being made on administrative 
ground all the employees are entitled for TA, DA and joining 
time etc. as per rules. As the concerned workman was not 
willing to go on transfer to new project he was given nearer 
project i.e. Rawanwara Sub-Area vide order dated 1-11 -96. 
The President of INMOSSA is not a protected workman 
under the transfer policy. The concerned workman being 
junior most overman was rightly transferred on 
administrative ground. That the management taking into 
consideration the norms of transfer policy has rightly 
transferred Shri S.S.Choucasia from Eklehra Colliery to 
Thisgara/Mathani group. As such the aforesaid transfer 
could not be treated as illegal as alleged by the Union. In 
view of the above, the action of the management in 
"transferring the workman from Eklehra, WCL to Thisgara/ 
Maihani group of WCL, Pench Area w.e.f. 15-11-96 is 
justified. Therefore the workman is not entitled to any relief 
whatsoever, 

4. Vide order dated 1-6-05 of this tribunal, the case 
.proceeded exparte against workman. 


5. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of Shri Sakai Dev Yadav, the then working as 
Manager at WCL, Pench Area. 

6. The management has also filed Photostat copies 
of certain documents on record but those Photostat copies 
have not been proved in accordance with law of evidence 
and therefore they cannot be read in evidence. 

7. I have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate, the 
learned counsel for the management. I have very carefully 
gone through the evidence on record. The case of the 
management is fully established and proved from the 
uncontroverted and unchallenged affidavit of Shri Sakai 
Dev Yadav, the then working as Manager at WCL, Pench 
Area. 

8. The workman/Union failed to adduce evidence. 
Therefore vide order dated 1-6-05, the case proceeded 
exparte against the workman/Union. Thus there is no 
evidence on record of the workman/Union. 

9. In view of the above, the reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of the management and against the 
workman/Union. But considering the facts and 
circumstances of the case, 1 am of the opinion that the 
parties should be directed to bear their own costs of this 
reference. 

10. The reference is answered in favour of the 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of the management of Eklehra Colliery of WCL, distt. 
Chhindwara in transferring Shri Shiv Shankar Lai Chourasia, 
overman from Eklehra Colliery to Thisgara/Mathani Group 
of WCL, Pench Area, Parasia w.e.f. 15-11-1996 is justified 
and the workman is not entitled to any relief. The parties 
shall bear their own costs of this reference. 

11. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
3^ 4 2006 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 3553.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 196/ 
1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
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Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of S.E.C.L, and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/266/1986-IR(C-U)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/196/97 
Presiding Officer: Shri C.M. Singh 

The Secretary, 

NCWF, PostNowrozabad Coliiery, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) Workmen/Union 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Johilla Area of SECL, 

Post Nowrozabad Colliery, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of July, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/266/86-IR(C-II) dated 
1I/I4-7-97 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the management of Johilla 
Area of SECL in employing 15 labourers (list enclosed) 
at area stores of Nowrozabad Colliery, which is a 
mining activity, at less than the rates of wages fixed 
under NC WA-I to V and also in not regularising their 
services on the rolls of the company from their dates 
of appointment is legal and justified. If not, to what 
relief are the workmen entitled and from which date?" 

2. The case of Workmen/Union Shri Jaiga and 14 
others (names mentioned in the list attached with reference 
order) is as follows. That they were infact direct employees 
of the management. They were employed for the purpose 
of loading/unloading of wagons and trucks of store 
materials received. They are fully covered under the 
definition of Mine's work as they are working for mining 
purposes only. Presently they are paid for the work done 
on the basis of quality/weight of the materials loading/ - 
unloading through the company's employee, for which the 
rates are fixed by the General Manager, Johilla Area. All the 
economic and administrative control remains with the 
management of SECL-Johilla Area. They are entitled of 
Cat-II wages as per NCW A-V but nothing has been done 
so far. Their work is infact of permanent and perennial in 
nature. The loading/unloading work done by them is not 
of temporary character and the workers are to be employed 
for considerable long period, therefore keeping in view of 
the service, which they are rendering at Area Store cannot 


be treated to be the casual or temporary. They are not 
getting full amount of minimum Cat-II of the NCWA- V. 
Since most of the 15 workmen have completed more than 
2-3 years of continuous employment with Area Store of 
SECL, Johilla Area directly therefore they were entitled to 
be regularised departmentally with the management. That 
the subject was discussed in l.R meeting with Union and 
SECL Headquarter Management on 8th & 9th Nov. 94, para- 
2 has been agreed as under :— 

“Point No. 07 Regularisation of Area Mazdoor 
Personnels and Sawmachine Mazdoors. 

“A. CPM Johilla area informed that a proposal in this 
regard has already been sent to Headquarter for a 
decision in regard to saw machine mazdoors 
numbering 15 and store personnel numbering 10 
persons” P .M. (IR) SECL, Bilaspur was advised to 
process a note in this regard. [ACT PM (1R) SECL 
Bilaspur]. 

3. That the practice so adopted by the management 
to carry out its work is unfair practice and also purpose to 
avoid the regularisation of the said workman, the said 
practice infact amounts to victimisation , unfair labour 
practice and exploitation of the workers and working class. 
The management of SECL has also entered into various 
agreements with other Union, by which the workers 
employed directly by SECL, Johilla Area, management have 
been regularised. It may also be noted here that Hasdeo 
and Sohagpur area of SECL, management has also passed 
order dated 16-10-84,22-6-87,6-11 -90 and the management 
entered into agreement on 13-12-84 with other Union by 
the aforesaid order. The workers employed by SECL 
management have been given employment and they have 
taken on roll of SECL. In view of the facts and circumstances 
mentioned above, the terms of reference are liable to be 
answered in favour of the workman/Union. It is prayed by 
the workman/Union to answer the terms of reference in 
favour of the workmen/Union and direct the management 
to regularise the services of 15 workers w .e. f. 1-1-93 (list 
attached) and pay all consequential benefits and also give 
seniority and monetary benefits etc. 

4. The management in order to contest the reference 
filed their Written Statement. 

5. The case of management in brief is as follows. 
That SECL is a Government company and registered as 
such under Sec. 617 of the Company's Act. It has various 
areas within the jurisdiction of MP and Johilla is one of the 
areas under which the Nowrozabad colliery is. That the 
reference is bad in law for the Central Government has 
crossed its jurisdiction by adjudicating the issue stating in 
the reference "which is a Mining Activity". Under regional 
stores, Nowrozabad is expected to stack/store the 
consignment received from various suppliers meant for 
production unit through rail/road. Once the consignment 
is received from the supplier on whom purchase order is 
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placed, the regional store is to collect the material, stack it 
in the store, account it and issue it to the consumer against 
the requisition. For the purpose of unloading and stacking 
of consignments received through road, the management 
has 9 workers on their roll. These workers are engaged for 
unloading and stacking of consignment received through 
rails. However, where the consignment received through 
rail is girders, rails or such other heavy material, the 
management had to engage the porter/outside agencies 
for unloading such heavy material on contract basis. The 
job of unloading and storing/stacking is intermittent and 
uncertain and depending upon the arrival of consignment 
through rail. Taking into consideration of the fact that the 
work is neither permanent/perennial in nature, it is not 
necessary to deploy regular band of workers for the said 
job. Since the area is too small and the expected input is 
very less, very limited consignment is expected by rail. As 
such the nature of job envisaged is uncertain and 
occasional. For the above reason, it is not required to 
engage regular band of labours for carrying out the said 
job. For the reasons that the work of unloading and stacking 
of the consignment is not prohibited under the contract 
Labour ( Regulation and abolition) Act, and also that the 
work envisaged is uncertain and occasional, it is 
economically viable to get such work done through the 
gang of labours available on the spot. The labour so 
engaged are paid for the work done based on the weight/ 
quantity of the material loaded/stacked by the store 
personnel from the imprest. The labours so engaged are 
not only doing the work of the management, but of any 
other persons who availed their services and are ready to 
pay them. That the claimants are the gang of labours 
roaming for employment at any station and they are engaged 
by anybody who is in need of them. Since arrival of 
consignment through rail/road is a normal phenomena such 
labours are stationed at those spots offering their labour. 
Had the aforesaid job been certain and regular the 
management must have sufficient manpower to earmark 
for the said job. Neither the claimants have been engaged 
continuously for a considerably long period in any 
permanent/perennial nature of job nor the workmen are 
entitled for Cat-II wages as per NCW A-V for the reason 
that the management has never appointed the workmen 
directly against any sanctioned vacancies by following 
prescribed rules for appointment. For the reason that the 
workmen were engaged occasionally for loading and 
stacking of the material received through rail, the claimants 
do not derive any right for regularization particularly 
because neither the work for which they have been engaged 
is permanent/perennial in nature or prohibited one nor they 
have been appointed by the management against any 
existing sanctioned vacancy by following prescribed rules 
.and regulations for appointment. The claimants have not 
worked with the management at all. The claimants have 
failed to establish their claim against the management and 
therefore the claim of the workmen is liable to be rejected. 
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6. Vide order dated 10-4-06 passed by this tribunal, 
the case proceeded exparte against the workman/Union. 

7. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of Shri Suresh Kumar Gupta, the then working as 
Dy. Personnel Manager in Johilla area of SECL. 

8. The parties have also filed certain Photostate 
copies of the documents but those documents cannot be 
read in evidence as they have not been proved in 
accordance with law of evidence. 

9.1 have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, advocate the learned 
counsel for the management and perused the evidence on 
record. 

10. The case of the management is fully established 
from the uncontroverted and unchallenged affidavit of Shri 
Suresh Kumar Gupta the then working as Dy. Personnel 
Manager in Johilla Area of SECL. As the case proceeded 
exparte against the workman/Union, there is no oral 
evidence on record on behalf of the workmen/Union. 

11. In view of the above 1 am of the considered 
opinion that the award must be answered in favour of the 
management and against the workmen/Union. Considering 
the facts and circumstances of the case, I am also of the 
opinion that the parties should be directed to bear their 
own costs of this reference. 

12. It is, therefore, hereby held that the action of 
management of Johilla Area of SECL in employing 15 
labourers (list enclosed) at area stores of Nowrozabad 
Colliery, which is a mining activity, at less than the rates of 
wages fixed under NCW A-l to V and also in not regularising 
their services on the rolls of the company from their dates 
of appointment is legal and justified and the workmen are 
not entitled to any relief. Parties shall bear their own costs 
of this reference. 

13. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
7 2006 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3554. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 16/2006) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribimal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kochi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employer in relation to the 
management of United Stevedores Assn., and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
4-8-2006. 

[No. L-35012/I/98-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: SHRIP L. NORBERT, BA, LL.B., 
Presiding Officer 

(Thursday the 20th day of July, 2006 /29th Asadha, 1928) 
L D. 16/2006 

The Secretary 

United Employees' Association 
W/Island, Kochi -9. 

The President 

United Stevedores Association 
Kochi -3. 

By Advocate Shri V. B. Jinnah 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (1)( d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this 
court for adjudication. The reference is: 

“Whether the action of the management of United 

Stevedores Association, Cochin to retire Shri 

T. P. Valson, Foreman on superannuation w.e.f. 

31,8.1998 is justified and legal? If not, to what relief 

the disputant concerned is entitled?” 

2. Though notices were issued to both sides, 
management alone entered appearance. Two registered 
notices and another notice under certificate of posting were 
issued to the union. But nobody turned up on behalf of the 
union. Hence it has to be presumed that there is no existing 
dispute. Therefore the action of management of United 
Stevedores Association, Cochin to retire Shri T. P. \frlson, 
Foreman on superannuation w.e.f. 31 . 8 . 1998 is to be held 
as justified. The award is passed accordingly. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 20th 
day of July, 2006. 

P L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
f^cvfr, 7 2006 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3555. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3 (C)of 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Guwahati as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Oil India Ltd. and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 4-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/13/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
GUWAHATI, ASSAM 

Reference No. 3(C) of 2002 

Present Shri B. Bora, Presiding Officer Industrial 
Tribunal, Guwahatj. 

In the matter of an application under Section 33 - A 

And 

In the matter of an Industrial dispute between : 

The President, the Oil India Pipeline Mazdoor Union, 
Guwahati. 

V/s 

1. The management of Oil India Ltd., Pipeline Division, 
Ghy. 

2. Sri J.C. Sutradha Contractor, C/o. Oil India Ltd. 

Date of Award: 20-6-2006. 

AWARD 

This is an application under Section 33-A of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 whereby the union of Oil India 
Pipeline Mazdoor Union, Guwahati prayed for resume of 
service of workman shri BalinDeka. 

The parties present through their learned counsels. 
Seen the compromise petition jointly filed by the parties. * 
Heard the learned counsels for the parties. The compromise 
is accepted and an award is hereby passed in terms of the 
settlement which is annexured “x”. This reference is 
disposed of in terms of the compromise. The terms of the 
compromise will for parts of the award. The reference is 
accordingly finally disposed. 

Given under my hand and seal of this Tribunal on 
this 20th June, 2006. 


Workman/Union 


Management 


B. BORA, Presiding Officer 
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ANNEXURE“X” 

MINUTES OF MEETING BETWEEN SKRI J. C. 
SUTRADHAR, REGISTERED CONTRACTOR OF 
OIL AND THE OIL INDIA PIPELINE MAZDOOR 
© UNION HELD ON 20-6-2006 IN THE PRESENCE 
OF THE MANAGEMENT OF OIL, PIPELINE 
HEADQUARTERS 

Present: 


Contractor 

Representative of Oil India 
Pipeline Mazdoor© Union 

!. Shri Ash it Baran Sarkar, 
President 

2. Shri S.D. Chouhan, General 
Secretary 

3. Shri A.C. Kalita, Vice 
President 

4. Shri Bipul Saikia, Vice 
President 

5. Shri Bhupen Das, Asstt. 
Secretary 

6. Shri J.C. Kakati, Asstt. 
Secretary 

7. Shri Ashok Roy, Treasurer. 

Points raised by Union : Shri Bolin Deka, who was a 
contract labour working in accounts Department, Pipeline 
Headquarters under the contractor was terminated on 
1-5-2001 for certain misconduct. 

Now the case No. 3(c)/2002 OIPLMC Union Vs. (OIL) 
is in the Tribunal, Guwahati. At present Shri Deka is facing 
a hard financial crisis and owing to his desaster, we would 
like to withdraw the case subject to Shri Deka can be 
redeployed at a suitable place of Pipeline without paying 
any monetary benefit of past and his redeployment wili be 
treated as a fresh contract labour, WCL (P) in contractual 
work. 


\. Shrs J,C Sutradhar 

Management 

Representative 

!. Shri L/C. Baruah, 
CM(A) 

2. Shri A. J. Saikia, Dy. 
Manager (ER) 


Contractor: Contractor will redepioy Shri Bolin Deka, 
subject to no objection from oil, Pipeline Headquarters and 
further subject to withdrawal of the case No. 3(c)/2002 
[OIPLM © Union Vs. OIL] with in 15 days from the date of 
signing this minutes. However, the validity of this minutes 
will not exist, if the case is not withdrawn before 15 days. 
Neither any monetary, seniority status will be extended/ 
counted directly or indirectly for the period of pendency of 
the case nor any other benefits will demand in any point of 
time in future by the union or Shri Boiin Deka. 

Management (Pipeline Headquarters): Management 
will have no objection if Shri Boiin Deka is redeployed by 


contractor subject to undertaking given to contractor that 
he will not commit any misconduct in future. 

Signed this minutes on 20th June, 2006 

Contractor Representing the 
Management of 
OIL(PHQ) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 


Shri J.C. Sutradhar 
Registered Contractor 
Oil Gate No. 2 
Guwahati-781026 

Sub: Undertaking 

I would like to inform you that at present I am facing 
a hard financial crises and owing to my disaster I have 
requested to Oil India Pipeline Majdoor Union (C) to 
withdraw the case No. 3(C)/2002 (Bolin Deka Vs. (OIL) which 
is in tribunal at the earliest and aiso request you to redeploy 
me in contractual work in Pipeline Headquarters without 
paying any monetary benefit of past. 

I assure you that I will not commit any misconduct in 
future. 

(Bolin Deka) 
i No. Madgharia, Patharquarry 
Guwahati-26 

^ 7 3TTO, 2006 
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OIPLM (©)UNION 
Sd/- 

(lllegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

Sd/- 

(Illegible) 

19th June, 06 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3556.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 08/1998) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Air India and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 074)8-2006. 

[No. L-11012/22/97-IR (C-I)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT : Justice Ghanshyam Dass, 

Presiding Officer 

REFERENCENO. CGIT-8 of 1998 

Pa rties Employers in relation to the management of 

Air India 

AND 

Their workmen 
APPEARANCES : 

For the Management : Mr. Lancy D’Souza, Adv. 

For the workman : Mr. M.B. Anchan, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 25th day of July’2006 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by Central Government in 
exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section 1 
and sub-section 2 A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947 (the Act for short). Vide Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi., UrderNo. L-l 1012/22/97- 
1R. (Coal-I) dated 10-3-1998. The terms of reference given 
in the schedule are as follows : 

‘ ‘ Whether the action of the Management of Air India 
Ltd. in terminating Mr. R.B. Dhonde, St. No. 86524, 
Ex-casual labour w.e.f. 26-12-1994 is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief the workman concerned 
is entitled to?” 

2 The workman filed his Statement of claim dated 
08-2-1999 and contended that he had joined the services of 
the Air India Ltd. in the Ground service department as a 
casual labourer on 05-10-1989. Since then, he was working 
continuously in the said department till he fell sick w.e.f. 
1st Nov., 1994 as he suffered from enteric fever. He 
proceeded on leave after due information to the Duty 
Officer. When he became fit, he approached the Duty 
Officer on 26-12-1994 but he was not allowed to join the 
duty. He approached the Director (HRD) but he too showed 
his helplessness and at last, he was not allowed to resume 


duty. In this manner his services were terminated. It is 
alleged that he had put in more than 240 days attendance 
in the preceding year of termination of service. He should 
be deemed to have been regularized and his termination 
amounts to retrenchemnt sence the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Industrial Dispute Act has not been followed. 
His termination is illegal and he is entitled to be reinstated 
with full back wages. It is also alleged that he had submitted 
the medical certificate from Dr. Kothavale on 26-12-1994 to 
the Duty Officer but he was not allowed to resume duty. 
The termination without holding any enquiry and following 
due provisions of the Act is illegal. 

3. The Air India filed the written statement dt. 
22-9-1999 and refuted the allegations made by the workman 
in his statement of claim. It is alleged that the workman was 
employed as a casual labourer intermittently as and when 
required ffor various durations and lastly he was employed 
in Cabin Catering Division Inflight Service Department for 
afixed term from 26-10-94 till 28-12-1994. Since the workman 
stopped reporting for work from 1st Nov., 1994 without 
any intimation or communication, he thereby relinquished 
his assignment of casual labour and hence he was not 
allowed to join his duties after 28-12-1994. It is false to 
allege that the workman submitted any medical certificate 
to the Duty Officer on 26-12-1994. He could not claim any 
reinstatement since he did not work for 240 days in the 
preseding year or in any year. The date of joining of the 
workman as on 05-10-1989 was also disputed. It is further 
specifically submitted "that in view of the order dt. 

14-2-1992 passed by the Honourable High Court of Bombay 
in Writ Petition No.99 of 1992 certain casual labourers 
including the workman had been called to report to the 
Recruitment Division on 06-4-1995 for completion of pre¬ 
employment medical examination and other formalities but 
the workman did not report to the aforesaid recruitment 
division and hence the Company had to close down the 
case of the workman. The provision of Section 25-F of the 
Act are not applicable to the case of the workman and 
hence his termination cannot be said to be illegal nor he is 
entitled to any reinstatement or any other relief. 

4. On the pleadings of the parties the following issued 
were framed on 30-11-2002 by the learned predecessor in 
office: 

1. Whether the workman involved in the dispute 
was retrenched from his employment on 
26-12-1994 within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act 1947? 

2. Whether the workman can claim protection of 
Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
on the ground that he was retrenched without 
following the mandatory provisions of that 
section? 

3. What relief, if any, to which the workman is 
entitled? 
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FINDINGS: 

Issue No. 1 and 2: 

The workman filed his own affidavit in lieu of his 
examination in chief. He has been cross-examined 
by the learned counsel for the Air India wherein 
he admitted that he was lastly engaged as Casual 
labour from 26-10-1994 to 28-12-1994. He cannot 
say whether he had visited office of the Company 
between 1st Nov 1994 to 26-12-1994. He did not 
remember the date when he went to the office for 
the first time after 1st Nov., 1994. He denied that 
the medical certificate produced by him was false. 
He had given the copy of the letter dt. 31-3-1995 
to the office but he does not have any proof of 
that. He does not have any documentary evidence 
when he approached the Director, HRD. He further 
admitted that he worked for 17 days only in the 
month of October 1994. He denied the suggestion 
that he did not work for more than 240 days in the 
year 1994. He further admitted that he did not 
attend the examination held on 06th April 1995 for 
pre-employment medical because he was not well. 
He had not filed any medical certificate to show 
that he was sick on 06th April 1995 n 

5. The workman has filed ten documents as per list 
dt. 09-5-2002. 

6 . The Air India has not led any evidence. 

7. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties 
and gone through the written submissions made by them. 
The record as a whole has been perused. Admittedly, the 
workman was employed as a casual labourer. Admittedly, 
he remained absent w.e.f. 1st Nov, 1994 till 26th December, 
1994. The medical certificate filed by the workman which 
has been obtained by him from a private Doctor is 
dt. 26-12-1994. Thus, it is clear that there was no reason for 
the workman to attend the office during the period from 
01-11-1994 to 26-12-1994. The medical certificate cannot be 
relied upon unless it has been proved by the Doctor who 
issued it. Admittedly, it has not been issued by the Doctor 
of the Air India. No reliable evidence is available on record 
to show that the workman actually joined the duties for the 
first time on 05-IQ-1989. Since this date is disputed by the 
Air India, the workman was required to prove it to show his 
continuous employment. No reliable evidence is available 
on record to show the continuous employment of'the 
workman from October 1989 till 31-10-1994. No relaible 
evidence is available on record that the workman worked 
for more than 240 days in any of the preceding year before 
1 st Nov, 1994. The burden was upon the workman to prove 
his continuous employment and at last for a period of 240 
days in a year to attract the provision of Section 25-F or 
Section 2(oo) of the Industrial Dispute Act. In this view of 
the matter, the workman cannot be said to have been 
terminated illegally nor he cannot claim any retrechment 
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compensation nor he could claim for any reinstatement or 
re-absorption in the service. 

8 . The workman was given protection of service by 
the Honourable High Court vide writ petition No. 99 of 
1992 and the Air India duly followed the procedure to 
comply with that direction. The Air India admittedly issued 
the notice to the casual labourer for completing due 
formalities by the Recruitment Division for which 06-4-1995 
was fixed. It was surprising that the workman admittedly 
did not attend the recruitment division on 06-4-1995. An 
excuse is being taken up before this Tribunal that he could 
not attend the recruitment division on 06-4-1995 since he 
was sick; It is surprising that no evidence whatsoever in 
the form of any medical certificate is being filed on record 
to show that he was actually sick on the aforesaid date. It 
was never intimated to the Air India that he could not 
attend the recruitment division on 06-4-1995 on the ground 
of sickness. In this back ground, the workman lost his case 
and Air India cannot be put to blame for nor-fulfillment of 
the direction of the Honourable High Court of Bomaby in 
Writ petition No. 99 of 1992. The last employment of the 
workman was admittedly for a fixed period from26-10-94 to 
28-12-1994 as admitted by him in his cross-examination. 
During this period, the workman did not attend to the 
duties admittedly from 1st Nov, 1994 till 28-12-1994* In these 
back ground, he lost his case and cannot claim any benefit 
out of non-compliance of the provisions of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. The workman was simply a casual labour and 
in view of the foregoing discussions he could not claim 
any benefit for non-compliance of Section 25-F of the Act 
as the provisions of Section 2(oo) of the Act are not 
applicable. 

9. In view ofd the aforesaid discussion I conclude 
that the workman was not retrenched within the meaning 
of Section 2(oo) and he could not claim the benefit of 
provisions of section 25-F of the Industrial disputes Act. 

ISSUE NO. 3 : In view of my findings on Issue No. 

1 and 2 the workman is not entitled to any relief on the fact 
of it. However, keeping in hiind the humanitarian touch of 
the matter and mercy appeal put forth by the learned counsel 
for the workman during the course of his argument, I order 
in the interest of justice that the Air India makes it 
convenient to offer one opportunity as and when the 
opportunity arises for it, to the workman for completion of 
pre-employment medical examination and other formalities 
to comply with the order of the Honourable High Court of 
Bombay in writ petition No. 99 of 1992. 

11. The Award is made accordingly. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
M 7 372006 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3557,—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 160/04) 
of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com GG.LTANo. 160/04 In Reference No, G G. L T. A, 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 114/03 In Reference (L T. C.) No. 120/99) 
M. L. Parmar 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/LfR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

pehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 


2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, he 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 y2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. - A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is’denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 
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6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of EX. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. 1. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 
Ahmed abad. 

7 aPTFeT, 2006 

^iT.3TT. 3558 —3?kflPl+ 1947 (1947 

14) *TRT 17 ^ 3Tl. T^. 
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t, FTRFTC ctf 4-8-2006 W<\ f|3TT «TTI 

[FT. ^-30025/10/2006 3 Tlf 3TR(f5ffRR)] 
RR. tfaz, mi FTT^R 
New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3558.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 159/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. 1. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. I. T A. No. 159/04 In Reference No. C G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 113/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
S. M. Makvana 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 


V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P ruies after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 V2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category' workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the I.D. Act. 
The complainant is not concerned workman and alleged 
dispute is not connected with the main reference. Hence 
the complaint is required to be dismissed. The complaint is 
not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the ground of 
apprehension - assumption. The subject matter of present 
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complaint is not connected with the pending Reference 
(ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand promotion in 
the main reference. The averments and contention made in 
the complaint are not true, hence denied by the opponent.- 
It is denied that the management is trying to modify 
recruitment and promotion rules with the other union. It is 
the privilege of the management to change of any rule. It is 
denied that there will be change of any service conditions 
of the complainant. The management call recognized unions 
and ASTD for the discussion for changing the R & P 
regulations and the union is not recognized union and 
their union has not a legal right to say anything about 

R. &. P. The complainant has not produced any proof 
of contravention of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it 
is prayed that the complaint should be dismissed 
with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance ofthe complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Ahmedabad. 

Date: 23-8-05 

M 7 SPreT 2006 

W.3tT. 3559—3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ trrcr 17 ^ aft. ■sft. 

facile "4 3lleilPl<*» 

srftreren arcreipsfrc (tMtott i58/04) ^ 

■SR# i, TreSR ^ 4-8-2006 ^ WcTgSTT «TTI 
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■dt. 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3559.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 158/04) 


of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-OJM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. L T A. No. 158/04 In Reference No. C. G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 112/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 

T. J. Makhija 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 * ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service- in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical* 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T, A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition ofthe workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
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through conciliation officer vide file No v RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. Act. 
The complainant is not concerned workman and alleged 
dispute is not connected with the main reference. Hence 
the complaint is required to be dismissed. The complaint is 
not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the ground of 
apprehension - assumption. The subject matter of present 
complaint is not connected with the pending Reference 
(1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand promotion in 
the main reference. The averments and contention made in 
the complaint are not true, hence denied by the opponent. 
It is denied that the management is trying to modify 
recruitment and promotion rules with the other union. It is 
the privilege of the management to change of any rule. It is 
denied that there will be change of any service conditions 
of the complainant. The management call recognized unions 
and ASTD for the discussion for changing the R & P 
regulations and the union is not recognized union and 
their union has not a legal right to say anything about R. 
&. P. The complainant has not produced any proof of 
contravention of Section 33 ofthel.D. Act. Thus it is prayed 
that the complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of EX. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 


cost. 

Ahmedabad. B.l .KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 

forft, 7 3PT^T 2006 

3KT.3TT. 3560.—3JkflPl«b 1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3560. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. N6. 157/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute employers in relation to the management 
of O. N. G. C., and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1 R(M)] 
B*. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. 1, Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G.I.TA No. 157/04 In Reference No. C. G. I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 111/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
D. S. Parmar 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
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policy, in wjiich a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prayslthat the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any acjtion of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pendjng of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is sending before the Honble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/104 as aoldl.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action v dll change the service condition of Electrical 
category wo rkman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workmaj i is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of i he workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through cona liation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2Q02 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intentioi i of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I. D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category wor kman without the consent ofElectrical & Allied 
Staff Associ ition and not to change the service conditions 
till the Refer snce 120/99 is finalized 

3. A liotice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ple Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispjite is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (jTC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It isj denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions <j)f the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing tlfe R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 


say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 3 3 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled v ith the 
management. Hence tlie present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R. Sc P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 

7 3TTO, 2006 

3561. —StfVfWF, 1947 (1947 
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[ft. ^-30025/10/2006-301 ) J 

ftf qq. tfm, 3PT< rtfm 
New r Delhi, the 7 th August, 2006 

S.O. 3561.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 155/04} 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 4-8-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)J 
B. M. DAVID. Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL. TRIBUNAJL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT A HME DAB AD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B I. KAZI (3. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Corn C. G. I T A. No. 155/04 In Reference No. C. G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com No. 109/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 

P. B, Vaghela 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002 s ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Te'bhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukia 

Opponent : Shri K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

3. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of l.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 


desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-8-2005 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3562.— In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 156/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the empioyers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. I. T A. No. 156/04 In Reference No. C G. L T. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 110/03 in Reference^. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
Tilokram 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 


Dehrandun-248003 

—Opponent 


APPEARANCES 

Complainant : 

Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : 

Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 


Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/104 asaoldl.T.C.No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, he 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to die union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLCZAH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at ia w 
and the Hon’ble tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the 
I.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption: The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purShis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infhictuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of EX. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 
Ahmedabad. 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O, 3563.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 153/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received jt>y the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com C. G. I. T A. No. 153/04 In Reference No. C. G. I. T. A. 
No. 201/04 


(Old Com. No. 107/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99) 
R. RParikh 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahsana -3 84 002, —Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 —Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/104 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & AHied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, he 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party-to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
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not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course , of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 23-08-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3564.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 154/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No, 154/04 in Reference No.C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

|OU Com. No. 108/03 in Reference (L T. C. ) No. 120/99] 
S. B. Rathva 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002, ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : -Shri K. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal C.G.I.T. 
A. No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. 
The management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
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per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through Conciliation Officer vide file No, RLC/AH/50/( 1 >2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D .Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference No. 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the Written Statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’Jble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension - assumption. The subject-matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. & P, The complainant has not produced 
any proof of contravention of Section 33 ofthe ID. Act. Thus 
it is prayed that the complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 


to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view ofthe fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject-matter ofthe complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposedx)f. No order as to 
cost. 

B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 23-08-05 
Ahmedabad. 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3565.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 116/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C., and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B* I. Kazi (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 116/04 in Reference No. C. G. I. T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 70/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 
B. R. Patel, 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana -384 002, ...Complainant 

. V/s. 

The Director (Personne!/HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 .. .Opponent 
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APPEARANCES: 

Complainant ShriR.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1 >2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the written 
statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. The complainant 
is not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension— 
assumption. The subject matter of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. 
There is no such demand promotion in the main reference. 
The averments and contention made in the complaint are 


not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is denied that 
the management is trying to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege of 
the management to change of any rule. It is denied that 
there will be change of any service conditions of the 
complainant. The management calls recognized unions and 
ASTD for the discussion for changing the R & P regulations 
and the union is not recognized union and their union has 
not a legal right to say anything about R & P The 
complainant has not produced any proof of contravention 
of Sectipn 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the 
complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence die present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
v settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 17-5-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3566.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 115/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
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management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNADCUM-LABOUR 
COURT AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHR1B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G. I. T A. No. 115/04 in Reference No. C. G. L T. 
A. No. 201/04 

[Old Com. No. 69/03 in Reference (I. T. C.) No. 120/99] 
P.K. Sonara 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana-384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.I.T A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( I )/2002 
on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Anpexure “B”. Thus 
the intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 


Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & A Hied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the written 
statement. The brief facts are that complaint is not 
maintainable at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. The complaint is ill founded and made on 
assumption. The opponent has not contravened any 
provisions of Section 33 of the I.D.Act. The complainant is 
not concerned workman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the complaint is 
required to be dismissed. The complaint is not maintainable 
at law, as it is filed on the ground of apprehension— 
assumption. The subject matter of present complaint is not 
connected with the pending Reference (ITC)No. 120/99. There 
is no such demand promotion in the main reference. The 
averments and contention made in the complaint are not true, 
hende denied by the opponent. It is denied that the 
management is trying to modify recruitment and promotion 
rules with the other union. It is the privilege ofthe management 
to change of any rule. It is denied that there will be change of 
any service conditions of the complainant. The management 
calls recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not recognized 
union and their union has not a legal right to say anything 
about R. & P. The complainant has not produced any proof of 
contravention of Section 33 ofthe I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed 
that the complaint should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is po 
grievance ofthe complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of Section 
33 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 17-5-05 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3567.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 114/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedahad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-08-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (B-D)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy, 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURTATAHMEDARAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L. L. M.), Presiding Officer 

Com CG. I,T A. No. 114/04, In Reference No.C. G. LT. A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old Com. No. 68/03 in Reference (L T. C) No. 120/99) 
G. S. Malik 

C/o ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K.. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that the 
opponent shaH not change time bound promotion policy, 


in which a workman who completes six years of service in 
one post will get die promotion to next higher post. It is die 
say of the complainant that change of time bound promotion 
policy is a change of service condition. Hence prays that 
the opponent should be ordered to desist from any action 
of modifying R & P rules for electrical category and die 
service condition should not be change till the pending of 
reference case. 

2. The brief facts of die complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honhle Tribunal C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management ofO.N.G.G. trying to modify R& P rules without 
the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. The 
action will change the service condition of Electrical category 
workman who are involved in the reference. As per the 
present R & P rules after completing of six years, the 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to die union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( 1)/ 
2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. 
Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion policy 
is change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to.opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 'Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to die opponent to file die 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 the opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D.Act. 
The complainant is not concerned workman and alleged 
dispute is not connected with the main reference. Hence the 
complaint is required to be dismissed. The complaint is not 
maintainable at law, as it is filed on the ground of 
apprehension— assumption. The subject matter of present 
complaint is notconnected with the pending Reference (ITC) 
No. 120/99. There is no such demand promotion in the main 
reference. The averments and contention made in the 
complaint are not true, hence denied by the opponent. It is 
denied that theauanagement is frying to modify recruitment 
andpromotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege 
of the management to change any rule. It is denied that 
there will be change of any service conditions of the 
complainant. The management call recognized unions and 
ASTD for the discussion for changing die R & P regulations 
and the union is not recognized union and their union has 
not a legal right to say anything about R. &. P. The 
complainant has not produced any proof of contravention 
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of Section 33 of the I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the 
complaint should be dismissed with cost- 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 17-5-05 B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Ahmedabad. 

ftcrft, 7 37^, 2006 

^T.3TT. 3568.-3Mfe1%^ STfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) %mT l 7 ^ 4', 7T7+TC4+ 3TFF 

<3*1<li <h4«*>Kl ^ 

^TRTT^T, olOMdri H+le (7K4 121/04) 

wfTTcT t, -3Ft 07-08-2006 ^ 

WZ ^3TT *7TI 

[4.1^-12012/141/2001-371$ 3TR(4M)] 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 
S.O. 3568.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 121/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna!-cum-Labour 
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 07-08-2006. 

[No. L-12012/141/2001-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 

SHRI KANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. 121/2004(137/2001) 

Ref. No. L-l 2012/141/2001-IR(B-I) Dt. 30-8-2001 

Between 

Brijesh Kumar S/o Late Devki Nandan Sharma, 
Village-Khadama, Post, Umri, Distt-Bijanaur 


AND 

The Dy. General Manager, State Bank of India 
Region-II, Zonal Office, Civil Lines, 

Bareilly, (U.P.) 243001 

AWARD 

Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide their 
order No. L-12012/141/2001 -I R(B-l) dated 30-8-2001 referred 
the dispute ofBrijesh Kumar for adjudication on following 
issues: 

'P'f! 3H+ <Mi'-e|[cri c b ^TPlfePT f4f+<r1 

sht ^71 +?7R ^ ^ 

^fpT/4-Til-t 9-3-2000 4 4+4 4 14+TcfT 

^PTl cr«TT '-qiWTcf t? ^ Wt' cfl 4.4+K f+7? SFJcfm 

srfa+Tftt? 

The case ofBrijesh Kumar the worker in brief is that 
Bri jesh Kumar was appointed in Dec. 1994 by the then 
Branch Manager, SBI, Noorpur branch Sri P.K. Agarwal as 
Peon and he was assigned the worker under Local 
Implementation Committee. The State Bank of India, 
Noorpur branch Distt. Bijanaur which shall hereinafter 
called as bank employed Brijesh Kumar as Peom-cum- 
Canteen Boy. It has been alleged that the workman Brijesh 
Kumar who, shall be hereinafter called as workman was 
employed for canteen work as well as allied work of office. 
The workman was engaged in carrying registers keeping 
files and making them available to the employees and 
officers of the bank. The worker has also alleged that he 
was asked to file documents and segregate the papers etc. 
The worker has alleged that Local Implementation 
Committee is part and partial of the bank and its control is 
being exercised by Noorpur branch of the bank. The worker 
has further alleged that he worked upto 8-3-2000 & on 
9-3-2000 he was denied the job. The worker has alleged 
that he never received any charge sheet and no explanation 
was called from him. He further alleges that case of worker 
is covered under retrenchment but the bank has not 
complied with the provision of retrenchment as it has not 
given any notice or notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation. The allegations of the workman is that in 
his place another person is engaged in the job and 
accordingly the worker prayed that the order of termination 
of service is illegal and unjustified and therefore he should 
be reinstated with back wages and continuity in service. 

The opposite party i.e. State Bank of India has filed 
the written statement where in the bank has denied the 
appointment of the worker in the bank and instead bank 
has alleged that the applicant at no point of time was 
engaged by the bank rather he was engaged as Canteen 
Boy by LIC which shall hereinafter called as Local 
Implementation Committee. The bank has further stated 
that for the welfare of staff there is Local Implemenation 
Committee for staff welfare which is absolutely independent 
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to the bank establishment. The said committee as per 
welfare scheme look after the arrrangement for running of 
the canteen for which staff of the branch facilitated and 
entertained on their own costs. The bank has nothing to 
do the functioning of the canteen. It has wholly being 
operated and functioned in its own way and quite 
independently to that of the bank’s Establishment. The 
canteen run by Local Implementation Committee is not 
statutory. It is denied that the workman was ever appointed 
as messanger or peon or on any other post of subordinate 
services with the establishment of the Bank, the bank has 
not paid any salary as such. Therefore the question of 
appointing the wroker as claimed by him does not arise. It 
is therefore requested the claim of worker be rejected 
outright. 

In the present case ex-parte award was passed on 
25-4-2003 later on it was restored and registered on 
15-12-04 Mid 3-1-05 was fixed for filing rejoinder by the 
workman but the wrokman did not file rejoinder on 3 -1 -05 
or subsequent date i.e. 18-1-05. Worker even did not turned 
up on the subsequent dates of evidence and on 31-10-05 
the court passed a order for ex-parte against the workman. 

Opposite party did not examine any evidence 
thereafter it is partinent to mention here that before passing 
the ex-parte award against the workman the opposite party 
did examine Sri Devraj Singh, Branch Manager, State Bank 
of India, Noorpur. 

The facts and circumstances has not changed after 
the passing of ex-party award dt. 25-4-03. 

None has turned up from either side today for 
forwarding their argument. I proceed to pass the award on 
the basis of records available on the file. For the effective 
adjudication of the dispute referred following additional 
issues have been framed on 8-4-03. 

1. Whether the workman Brijesh Kumar was 
appointed by Branch Manager, Sri P. K. Agarwal 
in Dec., 94 as alleged in statement of claim in para 
3&4. 

2. Whether the workman worked with the bank 
till March, 2000 as alleged by the workman in his 
statement of claim. 

3. Whether Brijesh Kumar worked as canteen 
boy under Local Implementation Committee in the 
compund of Noorpur branch from the year 1994 
to year 2000 and as such he is not employee of 
the bank as alleged in the Written statement. 

4. Whether Brijesh Kumar was terminated from 
services on 9-3-2000. 

5. Whether the termination was justified. 

6. Whether Brijesh Kumar is entitled to any relief. 

Issue No. 1,2 are taken together as burden of proving 
of those facts on which issues were framed is on the 
workman. 


Issue No. 1 & 2 

Whether the workman Brijesh Kumar was appointed 
by. the Branch Manager in Dec., 1994 as alleged in the 
statement of claim in para 3 & 4. 

Whether the workman worked with the bank till 
March, 2000 as alleged by the workman inhis statement of 
claim 

The worker has foiled to prove that he was appointed 
by the Branch Manager as peon/canteen boy! No specific 
date has been mentioned by the workman in the statement 
of claim itself as to what date he was appointed. On the 
other hand the management has proved by oral evidence 
that the worker was not employee of the bank. 

Although the workman has alleged in the statement 
of claim that he was appointed in Dec., 1994 and worked 
upto 8-3-2000. The worker has also failed to prove that his 
services were terminated on 9-3-2000 and therefore issue 
No. 1,2 are decided in negative. 

Issue No. 3 

Whether Brijesh Kumar worked as Canteen Boy 
under Local Implementation Committee in the 
complound of Noorpur branch from 1994 to 2000 
and is not employee on the bank as alleged in the 
written statement. 

MW Sri Dev Raj Singh Branch Manager has stated 
on oath that there are Local Implementation Committee at 
branch level for the welfare of its employees which is run 
by the unit of the Bank. The Branch Manager has stated 
on oath that the payment to the employees of the Local 
Implementation Commiittee is not made by the establishment 
of the Bank. Witness has stated that the Local 
Implementation Committee is independent of the bank and 
bank has got nothing to say with the working of the Local 
Implementation Committee. 

The management witness has denied that the worker 
was engaged in bank or allied work of the bank. 

Learned counsel for the bank Sri D. P. Dewedi argued 
that the employees of the Local Implementation Committee 
has nothing to do with the State Bank of India and matter 
was once taken in the Supreme Court and the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court has ruled that the employees of the canteen 
run by the the Local Implementation Committee cannot 
claim to be absorbed as employee. Leemed counsel as 
cited AIR Supreme Court page 1518 State Bank of India Vs 
State Bank of India. Canteen Employees Union and others. 

I have gone through the said case. It was held that 
employees of canteen which are run at various branches 
by Local Implementation Committee as per the welfare 
scheme framed by the State Bank of India would not be 
employees of the bank as bank is not having statutory or 
contractual obligation or obligation arising under the award 
to run such canteen. 
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It has also been held that there is no obligation 
statutory or otherwise to run the canteen by the bank. The 
scheme as stated only provides for grant of subsidy, for 
running of the canteen, if some more cost is required in 
running canteen, the number of staff working in that 
particular branch are required to bear it. The bank is not 
employing the canteen worker. The bank is not supervising 
or controlling the work or the details regarding the canteen 
or its employees appointed by the Local Impelementation 
Committee. Bank is not taking any disciplinary action or 
directing any employee to do a particular work for that 
purpose no scheme is laid down by the bank. Not Only this 
other more important aspect is “the recruitment” by the 
bank is to be made by the stautory rules framed by it after 
giving proper advertisment, test, and/or interview. As 
against this for appointing canteen employees there are no 
rules framed by the bank. The clause which provides that 
canteen should run on “no profit no loss basis” also makes 
it clear that the subsidy provided is only to the extent of 
the funds made available and that concerned members of 
the Local Impelementation Committee would ensure that 
article are purchased on cash payments and no liability is 
incurred from any source. It is nothing to do running 
canteen by the bank. 

Learned counsel for the bank argued that the 
workman has not alleged that he has been recruited through 
any advertisement or any interview. He has also stated 
recruiting authority of the peon is Regional Manager of 
the bank and the worker is not claiming himself to be 
appointed by the competent authority of the bank and 
therefore it cannot be held that the worker is employee of 
the bank. On the basis of the case and evidence adduce by 
the bank. I come to the conclusion that the workman is not 
employee of the bank as alleged by him, rather he appears 
to be a canteen boy who worked under the Local 
Impelementation Committee. Issue No. 3 therefore is 
decided affirmatively in favour of the bank. 

Issue No. 4 

Whether Brijesh Kumar was terminated from services 
on 9-3-2000. 

It was the assertion of the worker in the statement of 
claim his services is terminated on 9-3-2000 though he has 
not been able to prove it though the burden was on him. 
Since the wroker was not employee of the State Bank of 
India as has been proved by the MW, therefore there is no 
question of termination as alleged by the worker. Issue 
No. 4 therefore decided in negative against the workman. 

Issue No. 5 

Whether the termination was justified. 

From the discussion above and the evidence on 
record I come to the conclusion that since the workman 
Brijesh Kumar not employee of the State Bank of India, 
Noorpur Branch, Bijnore, U.P. and there is no question of 


his termination. Issue No. 5 is accordingly decided against 
the workman. 

Issue No. 6 

Whether the Brijesh Kumar is entitled to any relief. 
Discussion above I come to the conclusion that the Brijesh 
Kumar has not been able to prove that he was appointed 
by the bank to carry out work of the bank therefore he is 
not entitled to the relief claimed. 

The question referred to the tribunal was whether 
the termination of the worker on 9-3-2000 was justified and 
valied to this reply is that worker has not been able to 
prove that he was a employee of the bank or he was 
appointed by the competent authority of the bank and 
therefore the question of termination does not arise and as 
such the worker is not entitled to any relief. 

ORDER 

The workman is not appointed by the State Bank of 
India, Noorpur Branch, Bijnore, U. P. and therefore there is 
no question of his termination and therefore the worker is 
not entitled to any relief. 

3-8-2006 SHRIKANTSHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

Luchnow 

M teft, 7 2006 

eRT.STT. 3569.—sttw frw SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
<ET 14) mj 17 313+Kui ^cFTT #. 

TT?T.=F> ^ TTO RqWT 4»4<*»Klf ^ #3, 
4' M&z aftertfrfcFr -4 tprft? alk«ikPi«h 

^ W (tM WTT 7/2004) 
RRflt t, efofrq 7FRFTT 03-08-2006 ^ 
W<T"|3Tf «UI 

[4. T^T-220 1 2/2/2003 3TTCC4t-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3569.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 7/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Warn' North Area of 
Western Coalfields Ltd., Junad Open Cast Area of Western 
Coalfields and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/2/2003-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. 07/2004 Date 26-7-2006 
The General Manager, Wani North Areaof W.C.L., 
Tah. Wani, Dist Yavatmal. 

The Sub Area Manager, Junad Open Cast Sub Area of 
WCL, Tah. Wani, Distt. Yavatmal. 

Versus 

Shri J. N. Pandey, President, Koyla Shramik Sabha 
(HMS), Ward No. 9, TilakNagar, Wani, Yavatmal. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between shri J. N. Pandey, President, 
Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), Party no. 2 and Wani North 
Area of WCL, Party no. 1 referred the same for adjudication 
to this Tribunal vide its letter No. L-22012/2/2003-IR(C-II) 
dt. 23-12-2003 under clause D of the sub section 1 and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of ID Act with the following 
schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Wani North of WCL in treating 21-9-1994 instead of 
21-9-1992 as the date of appointment of Shri P. C. Potduke, 
Asstt. Foreman-Trainee is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled?” 

Despite of the notices neither the applicant, petitioner, 
Party No. 2 nor the respondent, Party No. 1 has filed any 
Statement of Claim or Written Statement. They did not 
bother even to attend the Tribunal. It seems that nobody is 
taking interest. There are no reasons to continue the claim 
keeping as pending. Hence it is disposed of for default of 
the petitioner. Hence the award. The dispute stands as 
dismissed for want of prosecution. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
7 STTCcT 2006 

W.3TT 3570.-3fcitfl<4i Rwi< 1947 ( 1947 

<ET 14) ^ 17 ^ 31 j*U u l 3, <£'*14 TfOFTT 

^ 4 > 4 <f>F(T ^ 

STJSP* $ A 4K+R 

3Tp?^RTiT ^ W (7M W 8/2004) ^ y+lfiilcl 
wl t, ^ w&r ^ 03-08-2006 «ni 

[U ^-22012/1/2003-311$ 3TR(^ft-II)] 
3T3PI «FMK 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3570.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 8/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Wani North Area of 
Western Coalfields Ltd., Junad Open Cast Area of Western 


Coalfields and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/l/2003-IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 

CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. 08/2004 Date 26-7-2006 

TheGeneral Manager, Wani North Area of W.C.L., 
Tah. Wani, Distt. Yavatmal. 

The Sub Area Manager, Junad Open Cast Sub Area of 
WCL, Tah. Wani, Distt. Yavatmal. 

Versus 

Shri J. N. Pandey, President, Koyla Shramik Sabha 

(HMS), Ward No. 9, TilakNagar, Wani, Yavatmal. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri J. N. Pandey, President, 
Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), Party no. 2 and Wani North 
Area of WCL, Party no. 1 referred the same for adjudication 
to this Tribunal vide its letter No. L-22012/l/2003-lR(C-Il) 
dt. 23-12-2003 under clause D of the sub section 1 and sub 
section (2 A) of Section 10 of ID Act with the following 
schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Wani North of WCL in treating 15-12-1998 as the date 
of appointment of Shri Ravin Girish Bele, Krishnakumar 
Sitaram kurrewar, Akash Tikamdas Sonalkar, Dhanraj 
Talsiram Taksande instead of 24-07-1996 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

Despite of the notices neither the applicant, 
petitioner. Party No. 2 nor the respondent. Party No. 1 has 
filed any Statement of Claim or Written Statement. They 
did not bother even to attend the Tribunal. It seems that 
nobody is taking interest. There are no reasons to continue 
the claim keeping as pending. Hence it is disposed of for 
default of the petitioner. Hence the award. The dispute 
stands as dismissed for want of prosecution. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Re#, 7 3PTOT 2006 

cRM. 3S71.- ^Pl4> 3lfqtw?, 1947 (1947 
cf»T 14) t?RT 17 SSFpST 0 ! "*¥, Rwik ■5®cJ. 

zvgiq 3 f=(Rss sfteftPra feraK ^ urarc 3fteilPra 
'TFT^ # TO (■?M WTT 12/2004) # y+lPYM 
T&sft 7TTOR # 03-08-2006 # TTTCT I31T «TTI 

iH t^-22012/90/2003-3TT$ 3tR(#-Il)] 

3Tftl e t>l^) 
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New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3571,—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Ukni Sub Area (Wani 
North Area) of WCL, and their workman, received by the 
Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/90/2003-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LA BOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. 12/2004 Date 26-7-2006 

The Sub Area Manager, Ukni Sub Area (Wani North 
Area) of WCL, Post. Ukni, Tah. Wani, Dist. Yavatmal. 

Versus 

Shri Vinod Singh, President, Rashtriya Koyla Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), Br, Ukni Open Cast, Miners 
Quarter No. 245, PO. Bhallar, Tah. Wani, 

Distt-Yavatmal. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Vinod Singh, President, 
Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), Party 
no. 2 and Ukni Sub Area (Wani North Area) of WCL, Party 
no. 1 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its letter No. L-22012/90/2003-IR(C-II)) dt. 04-02-2004 
under clause D of the sub section 1 and sub section (2A) 
of Section 10 of ID Act with the following schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Ukni Sub Area (Wani North Area) of Western Coalfields 
Ltd. in denying regularization as Clerk Gr. Ill to Shri Manon 
Laxman Gohokar, General Mazdoor, Pimpalgaon Sub Area 
on completion of240 days as Clerk Gr. Ill w.e.f. 11-2-1999 is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

Despite of the notices neither the applicant, 
petitioner, Party No. 2 nor the respondent. Party No. 1 has 
filed'any Statement of Claim or Written Statemenet. They 
did not bother even to attend the Tribunal. It seems that 
nobody is taking interest. There are no reasons to continue 
the claim keeping as pending. Hence it is disposed of for 
default of the petitioner. Hence the award. The dispute 
stands as dismissed for want of prosecution. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
ferll, 7 SPIRT 2006 

^T.37T. 3572,-3klfir<FfeR STfafWT, 1947 (1947 
^FT 14) ^Ft qm 17 ^ 3^U<U| TTRFKTit. T^T. 

^ Tfez MvHcfcY 3 ^ <*4cfcK)' c£ 


afe* 3 fife aftetfe feR ^ wr sMfe 

STteTR 'TPTJT ^ W (7R*f THsTT 91/2002) ^ Wfe 
TRrit 1?, TTRFK 03-08-2006 ^ UTRT ^3TT «TTI 

N. ^-22012/283/1998-371^ 37R(#-n)] 
3RP7 ifte, ife srftPFKt 
New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3572.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 91 /2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of WCL and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 03-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/283/1998-ER (C-II)] 
AMY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT: 

SHRI A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Case No. 91/2002 Date 25-07-2006 

The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, W.C.L., Coal 
Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur. 

Versus 

Shri Deputy General Secretary, Indian National Mines 
Overman Sirdar and Shot Firers Assn., B-65, 

Rainnagar, PO. Ghugus Colliery, Chandrapur. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between shri the employers in relation 
to the Management of Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 
WCL, Party No. 1 and their union, Party No. 2, referred the 
same vide order No. L-22012/283/98-IR(C-II) 
dt. 27-5-1999 for adjudication to this Tribunal under clause 
(d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2 A) of Section 10 of 
ID Act with the following schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL, 
Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur-440001 in not giving 
promotion ot Fifteen percent posts of Mining Sirdar in 
T & S Gr.C to Production-cum-Saftey Asstt. In T & S 
Gr. B and from Production-cum-Saftey Asstt. T&S Gr. B to 
Sr. Production-cum-Saftey Astt. In T&S Gr. A as per records 
note of discussions held on 23-12-92 between the 
management of Coal India Ltd. and INMOSS A at Calcutta 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled and from which date?” 

The dispute was filed before CGIT, Jabalpur however 
later on consequent of establishement of this Tribunal it 
was transferred to this Tribunal. It seems that in response 
to the notice the counsel for the management has filed 
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Vakalatnama however nobody appears for the petitioner 
despite of the notices. It seems that nobody is taking interest 
neither a statement of calim nor written statement no behalf 
of the respondent is filed. They are no reasons to continue 
the claim keeping as pending. Hence it is disposed of for 
default of the petitioner. Hence the award that the dispute 
stands as dismissed for want of prosecution. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ 7 2006 

3ST.3TT, 3573.-a$WlPw> 1947 (1947 

14 ) vkt 17 ^ < ^tefa 

Pt'IH ^ ^ et> 4 «hi 0 ’ 

3?lsiiPlc6 -ff -Stefa -HtfSK afatfw 
^ W TnsqT 27/2001) ^ Wf$T?t 

t, ^ ^tefa ^ 3-8-2006 ^ HT^fT 1[3TT ®TTI 

[n T3^-42012/189/1987-(^t-II)] 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3573.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of FCI and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 3-8-20C6. 

[No. L-42012/189/1987- (D-II)j 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT : Shri A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Case No. 27/2001 Date 25-7-2006 
The District Manager, F. C. I., Ajni, Nagpur 
Versus 

Shri C. K. Kamble, Vaishali Nagar, Gandhi Ward, Warthi 

(Bhandara). 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri C. K. Kamble, Party 
No. 2 and the District Manager, F.C.I., Ajni, Nagpur Party 
No. I referred the same for adjudication vide order No. L- 
42012/189/87-D-II dtd. 19-9-1988 to this Tribunal under 
clause (d) sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 
10 of ID Act, 1947 with the following schedule. 


“Whether the action of the Zonal Manager (W), Food 
Corporation of India, Bombay justified in removing Shri C. 
K. Kamble, AGI vide his order dtd. 11-3-1986? If not, to 
what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?” 

In response to the notices, both the parties appeared 
and filed their Statement of Claim and a reply by the 
management, FCI. Subsequently before the CGIT, Jabalpur 
even the evidence of petitioner was recorded. Consequent 
upon establishment of this Tribunal, the dispute was 
transferred to CGIT, Nagpur and it was pending before this 
Tribunal. The above matter i.e. dispute came for hearing 
before this Tribunal on 9-6-2006. The counsel for the 
Respondent! Party No. I filed an application along with a 
death certificate informing that the claim has been abated 
and it should be disposed of. It seems that nobody was 
attending the Tribunal for considerable long time because 
the applicant, petitioner seems to have expired on 
14-11-2004. The Respondent has filed and an application 
requesting to dismiss the claim. 

Since nobody was appearing for the petitioner nor 
he himself was present indicates that nobody is interested 
in continuing the matter even the counsel for the 
respondent has requested to dismiss the claim, hence the 
claim is disposed of as abated because nobody has even 
made effort of bringing the legal heirs on record. Hence the 
claim is disposed of. It stands dismissed as abated. Hence 
this Award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ 7 3TTOT, 2006 

3574.- 3?|g? l P re> Sfaffaq, 1947 ( 1947 
■3iT 14) 3ft qKT 17 3, ^tefa W&K t $ 

fatRTst «’«<«& ffafaW? aflt «h*fonT 3TJ5V 

3 ^ ^tefa rtor aftelOi* srffa^snf 

smteta ^ (3TC*fwn 37/2004) ^ 

£, ^ -stefa Wsm ^ 3 -8-2006 ^ Wfi ^3TT 87TI 

[H ^-22012/269/2003 3tR(#- II) ] 

ifte, 3Tfi»«=M0 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3574.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Haripur Colliery, 
Kenda Area, M/s. ECL, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. L-22012/269/2003-IR (C-Il)] 
AJA Y KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


2538 GI/06-30 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

SHRI Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 37 of 2004 

PARTIES : The Agent, Haripur Collieiy of M/s. ECL, 
Haripur, Burdwan. 

Versus 

The joint General Secretary, Ukhra Colliery 
Mazdoor Union(INTU C), Ukhra, Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the Union None 

(Workman) 

Industry: Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated the 16-6-2006 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (I) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Hof 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
269/2003-IR(C-II) dated 23 -6-2004 has beenpleased to refer 
the following dispute for adjudication by this tribubnal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Haripur 
Colliery of M/s. Estera Coalfields Limited in 
denying regularization as Hauage Operator, Car- 
V including payment of difference of wages with 
retrospective effect to Sh. Asir Mia, P. R. Mason 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/269/2003IR- 
(C-II) dated 23-06-2004 of the aforesaid reference from the 
Govt, of India, Ministry of Lablour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 37 of2004 
was registered on 5-7-2004 and accordingly an order was 
passed to issue notices to the respective parties through 
the registered post directing them to appear in the court on 
the scheduled date and file their written statements along 
with the documents and list of witnesses in support of 
their claims. Pursuant to the said order notices were issued 
to the parties concerned through the registered post. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that Shri P.K. 
Das, Advocate appeared on behalf of the management along 
with the duly authorized letter of authority which was kept 
on the record. It is further clear from the record that the 
Acknowledgement due card after proper and due service 
of the notices was received back in the court. The A/D 
itself is the legal and sufficient proof of the service of the 
notices to the union. The endorsement after receipt of the 


notices made by the union is sufficient to conclude that 
the union got the notice about the pendency of the dispute 
raised by the union. It is further clear from the record that 
several adjournments were given in between the dates 
1 -10-2004 to 16-6-2006 to the union to appear in court and 
to take suitable step on its behalf but to no effect. These all 
facts and circumstance go to show that the union has got 
no interest and does not want to proceed with the reference 
any further. In such circumstance it is not proper and 
advisable to keep the record pending any more as no useful 
purpose is to be served. Accordingly it is hereby 

ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the award to the Ministry of 
Labour, Govt, of India, New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
felt, 7 3TW, 2006 

W.3TT. 3575.-3?l€il(* 1947 (1947 

^FT 14) ^ WJ TTR sfr 

ft Pif<W allsitPi'*) if TRETr afftranyr 

aTRERTfa it W (^fM WU 45/2004) ^ JRFTfora ER?ft 
i, # R37FK ^ 3-8-2006 TH ETET ETI 

[R. ^-22012/306/2003-3^ 3TR(3ft-II)] 
3R3R ^ER 3Tf^Rt 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3575.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), file Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 45/2004) 
of the Central Gov ernment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Chinakuri 3 Pits 
Colliery, Eastern Coalfields Ltd. and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on3-8-2006. 

[No. L-22012/306/2003-IR (C-TT)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT,ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

Shri Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
Case No. 45 of 2004 

PARTIES : The Agent, Chinakuri 3 Pits Colliery of 

M/s. ECL, Sundarchak, Burdwan. 

Versus 

The Chief Organising Secretary, Koyala 
Mazdoor Congress, Asansol, Burdwan. 
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REPRESENTATIVES: 

Forthemanagemet : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union Sri S. K. Pandey, Chief Org. 

(Workman) Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 

Congress, Asansol. 

Industry: Coal : State : West Bengal 

Dated the 24-5-2006 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
306/2003-IR(C-II) dated 29-06-2004 has been pleased to refer 
the following dispute for adjudication by this tribubnal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
ECL in denying the subsequential benefits to 
Sh. Dwarika Yadav with the change of pay and 
other allowance admissible to the job of chainman 
along with regularization to be effected w.e.f. 01 - 
02-1989 to 07-03-1995 is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief an individual is entitled ?” 

On having received the Order No. L-22012/306/2003- 
IR(C-II) dated 29-06-2004 of the aforesaid reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 45 of 2004 
was registered on 12-07-2004 and an order was passed to 
issue notices to the respective parties through the 
registered post with a direction to appear in the court and 
file their written statement along with the documents and 
list of witnesses to be examined in support of their 
cases. Accordingly the notices through the registered 
post were issued to the parties concerned and in 
compliance of the same Sri Sanjay Kumar Pandey along 
with the letter of authority duly authorized by the Chief 
Organising Secretary of the Koyala Mazdoor Congress 
Asansol appeared and filed his written statement on 
behalf of the union. Likewise Sri P. K. Das, Advocate also 
appeared on behalf of the Management along with a letter 
of authority duly authorized by the competent authority 
of the management. 

On perusal of the record it further transpires that the 
union left taking any step since 24-01-2004. Several 
directions and adjournments were granted to the union to 
appear and take suitable step on its behalf but to no effect. 
The non-taking of any step right from 24-01-2004 to 
24-05-2006 by the union itself indicates that the union has 
lost its interest in this case, so it does not take any step on 
its behalf. In such a circumstance it is not advisable or 
proper to keep the record pending any more. As such it is 
hereby: 


that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Let the copies of the award be sent to the Ministry of 
Labour, Govt, of India, New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 7 2006 

, cFT.3h. 3576.-3?tsfiPl<* 3TfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 
14)^t riRT -pel ^ 

fife 

^ W (HT*f TKiST 33/2003 ) ^ wt 

-5ft 04-08-2006 ^ W<H f3TT «ITI 

[U T^T-22012/2l8/2002-3nf 3TR(lft-II)3 
■apspr * iW, 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3576.— In Pursuance of section 1,7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Khas Kajore Colliery 
of M/s Eastern Coalfields Ltd. and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 4-8-2006. 

[No. L-22012/218/2002-1R (C-H)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOU R 
COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Shri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 33 of 2003 

PARTIES : The Agent, Khas Kajora Colliery of M/s. ECL, 
Kajoragram, Burdwan. 

Versus 

The General Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 
Congress, Asansol, Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the managements : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate, 

For the Union : Sri Rakesh Kumar, General 

(Workman) Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 

Congress, Asansol. 

Industry : Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated the 15-6-2006 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispitf^Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
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through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/213/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 30-09-2003 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this tribubnal. 

SCHEDULE 

‘ Whether the demand of the Koyala Mazdoot 
Congress from the-management of Eastern 
Coalfields Ltd. Khas Kajora Colliery' for payment 
of wages to Sh. Vijay Ram, Fitter for the suspension 
period from 27-8-1996 to 22-11-1996 is justified? 
If not. to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

After having received the order No. L-22012/218/ 
2002-IR(CM-II) dated 30-09-2003 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry' of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 33 of 2003 
was registered on 20-01-2003/ 27-5-2004 and an order was 
passed to issue notices to the respective parties through 
the registered post directing them to appear in the court 
and file their written statement along with the documents 
and list of witnesses in support of their cases. 
Accordingly the notices were issued to the parties 
concerned and pursuant to that Sri Rakesh Kumar,General 
Secretary of the union appeared to represent the workman, 
likew ise Sri P.K. Das, Advocate also appeared in the court 
along with the letter of authority duly authorized by the 
competent authority of the management. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that none of 
the parties has filed their statement. It is further clear from 
the order sheets of the record that 21 -12-04 at the request 
of both the parties 14-2-05 was the date fixed for filing their 
written statement but unfortunately no written statement 
was filed on that date from either side. The union left taking 
any step in this case right from 14-2-05 to 15-06-06. Several 
dates and adjournments were given to the union to appear 
and take proper step on its behalf but to no effect. These 
all prevailing facts go to indicate that the union has got no 
interest in this case and does not w'ant to proceed with the 
case any further. In the facts and circumstances of the 
case it is not just or proper to keep the dispute pending 
any more as no useful purpose is to be served. As such it 
is hereby: 

ORDERED 

that let a "No Dispute Aw j ard” be and the same is 
passed.. Send the copies of the award to the Ministry of 
Labour, Govt, of India, New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 7 3PTRT, 2006 

3577.-3frajfiT^^K arfafwr, 1947 ( 1947 
14) mn 17 ^ '4', wfcr trw t ^ 

<s-i<=h c h4<=bi<T 

4" ^ tftchK 5HWlfM=b 


^ Tare (tMtRsRT 11/2002)MlfTO wft 
t, wr TRW 04-08-2006 ^ wr -garr m 

[R. Tyf-22012/108/2000W(Rt-II)] 
3F5RT wrr te, ter 

New r Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3577.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of ECL and their 
w orkman, whicn was received by the Central Government 
on04-08-2006. 

[No. L-22012/108£000-IR(C-n)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

, ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

SHRIMD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 11 of 2002 

PARTIES : TheAgent,ParbeliaCoIlieryofM/s. ECL, 
Nethuria, Purulia. 

Versus 

The General Secretary, West Bangal Khan 
Mazdoor Sangh (UTUC), Neamatpur, Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the managements : None 
> 

For the union : Sri N. Ganguly, Advocate. 

(Workman) 

Industry : Call State . West Bengal 
Dated tlie 15-6-2006 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub- . 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govet. of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter 
No. L-22012/108/2000-IR(C-H) dated 05-06-2002 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Bhamuria Unit of Parhelia Colliery under E C L. 
Ltd. in not taking into account the date of birth of 
Sri Gour Bouri as 28-10-1940 as per the Statutory 
Certificate under Mines Act and also compelling 
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to go no retirement on superannuation on 
7-5-1996 is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

After having received the order No. L-22012/108/ 
2000-IR(CM-Il) dated 5-6-2002 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute referred, a reference 
case No. 11 of 2002 was registered on 24-6-2002/ 2-7-2002 
and an order was passed to issue notices to the respective 
parties through the registered post with a directing than 
to appear in the court on the date fixed and file their written 
statement along with the documents and list of witnesses 
in support of their cases. Pursuant to the said notices 
issued Sri N. Ganguly, Advocate also appeared in the 
court along with the letter of authority to represent the 
union. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that on 
27-5-04 after joining of the Presiding Officer notices through 
the registered post were issued to the respective parties 
directing them to appear and take suitable step on their 
behalf. The notices were duly served against both the 
parties and they have made endorsement to that effect on 
the A/D which were kept on the record. Several 
adjournments and directions were give to the union to 
appear in the court but the union in spite of the receipt of 
the registered notice did not care to appear in the court and 
failed to take any step on its behalf. The regular absence of 
the union right from 29-6-04 to 15-6-06 itself indicates that 
the union has lost its interest in this case and does not 
want to proceed with the case. In such circumstances it is 
not proper and advisable to keep the record pending any 
more as no useful purpose is to be served. Accordingly it 
is hereby: 

ORDERED 

That let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the award to the Ministry of 
Labour, Government of India, New Delhi for information 
and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZKHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 8 afPTFcT, 2006 

W.3R. 3578.- 3^1* Emk atfqfw?, 1947 (1947 
oRT 14) ^ RRT 17 3RJWT "RRFR ^RT 

^ WR^ 7TO PwWT +4+l<T ^ 

( , *M‘RW2(^)/2005) 

RRFR rtfl 8-8-2006 TTTRT «TTI 

[U q^T-29011/69/2004-3^ 3TR(faftm)] 
•#. TTR. 3T=R RfRR 

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2006 

S.O. 3578.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2(C)/ 


2005) of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Boma Stone Mines and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 8-8-2006. 

[No. L-29011/69/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFCER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 2(C) of 2005 
Management of M/s. Aquil Akhtar, Boma Stones, 
Mines, Mines-Boma Pahar, P.O. Bisanpur Vaya Pathana, 
Sahib Ganj (Jharkhand) and their workman represented by 
Talbania Branch President, CA-Malekh Akhtar, Bihar 
Mines & Quarry Workers Union, P.O. Baiharwa, Jharkhand. 
For the Management : A. Husasin. 

For the Workman : Melekawar. 

PRESENT : V. Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, Dated the 31st July, 2006. 

By adjudication order No. L-29011/69/2004-IR(M) 
dated 18-1-2005, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi has referred under Clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred to 
as “the Act”), the following dispute between the 
management of M/A. Aquil Akhtar, Boma Stone Mines, 
Mines Boma Pahar, P.O. Bisanpur Vaya Sahibganj and their 
workman represented by Talbania Branch President, 
CA-Malekh Akhtar, Bihar Mines & Quarry Worker Union, 
P.O. Barharwa, Jharkhand for adjudication to the Tribunal 
on the following: 

“Whether the action of the management, M/s. 
Aquil Akhtar, Boma Stone Mines, P.S. Ranga, Vill. 
Bindubasni Road, P.O. Baiharwa, Dist. Sahibganj 
in terminating the services of S/ Shri Lai Poria and 
45 others (list enclosed) without complying 
Section 25F I.D. Act, 1947 is legal and or justified? 
If not, to what relief these workmen are entitled?” 
2. From perusal of record it tranpires that on notice 
issued from this Tribunal, the workman appeared through 
their representative on 15-3-2005 and went on taking time 
on different dates for filing written statement. The 
management also appeared on 20-12-2005 and took time 
filing written statement. On 16-1 -2006 also the management 
as well as workmen’s representative took time for the said 
purpose. The Tribunal remained vacant from 1-1-2006 and 
1 joined on 20-5-2006. After my joining, notices were issued 
to both the parties through post on 7th June, 2006 and 
again on 18th July, 2006 but neither party appeared nor 
filed written statement. 
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3. Under tire circumstances I presume that the parties 
have resolved dispute among themselves and now there is 
no dispute between them. Hence a "No Dispute Award” is 
hereby passed. 

4. This is my Award. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

V RAM. Presiding Officer. 
TO fTOTO, 8 3TRTF, 2006 

FT.3TT. 3579. —alViRi* fFFTF 3TfFfFFR, 1947 (1947 
Fit 14) TOFT! 17TO3RJRTTO, «*>•*) *1 4KF>KRT*f4H4TO 

TO FFFFF TO 74*14* T| v h1'J1<+>T 3TR 3*1 F>4<*>kT TO TOr, 
4 TOfTO 3il&ilRi=h r 3TtTOfFF7 3Tf^ c h< u i FF fr 
^TTIFTF 3Tf4t TO TO (TOTO TOsFT 2/97 RF 8/03) TO 
FF7TfTO FTcft t, TO TOTOf RTF7TT TO 8-8-2006 TO FTFT 
133T an I 

[TO RcT-41011/64/95-3nf 3TR (^t-I), 
FPT-41012/141/2003-TO 3TR (TO-I)] 
3TFF FjRTT, TOTFT 3TftlFmt 
New Delhi, tile 8th August, 2006 
S.O. 3579.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Nos. 2/97 & 
8/03) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Ajmer now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of North 
West Railway and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 8-8-2006. 

[No. L-4101 l/64/95-IR(B-I), 
L-41012/14 l/2003-LR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
3T^T3T 

^11 it Mil 3TR FFT 3itTOPl* ^qr ^ l lVoR ' Ui , 3 Tf4f 

TO 3nf TO 3TTT TO 2/97 
tTOTO TRW ^-41011/64/95/31^ 3FT/TO.1 
(TO. 4-3-97 ) 

TOff, Ff ?fr TOTO FTTFrft FftFF, 3FJrm TOrft IhTOft 

frtr 

F^VlVId 3tTfW, FTOFR%TO TO. T^l TO, 3 Tf4t 

...araiTO 

TRT^T: TO vTOsOFF , 3TTT FpF TO FTT 

ftTO f 4 3rtr TO : TO it. TO, tsftt 3tTOffft ftTO 

3TFTTO Fit 3TtT TO : TO TO. TO. RFfF 3TfaFFFT 3TFTTO 
3icn-i 

3mr4r, 4 Rpt 2006 

TOtF 7 arfaFTTTt, FR HFTFTF TO TTTF7TT, fTOTO TO 

TO TOTOTO fTT TOT f:- 

" Whether the action of the western Railway Ajmer 
in terminating the services of Sh. Prem S hanker w.e.f. 
13-9-79 is legal Justified and proper ? If not to what 
relief concerned workman is entitled to? ” 


TOfTOT TO 3FTTF FRF FSJ cTOTOtF 3TT4 I 4 fTOr TO 
fTOmF TO TOTOf fro % ft7 FF 4-7-79 TOt F7TTOfeT TOt 
Ri^Rki RhHl ®4TI fTOrTO ^RihTO 7TF>^FT 3TfriF7Tft 4 

TOTOr 9-7-79 3fT«rf^^R?Tt Fft$TT 

"7173 f 4) fFTTFiT T TTTf 5 )A FT! 7H[ u l~FF TO. 12-7-79 Fit TOFT 1 

fTOfTO TO. 2 4 ftTO TOt ^rfro FtiTOfer TO ff ft TOfTO 
16-7-79 TO 4 TOT fTOTOf TO 3TTFTT FT 60 TOf TO %TO 
Rl^Hd PtiHI FT I FF TTFTFFT TOj T=t> 4vKK TOt RTFIFtF Fit TOt 
TOt 60 TOF TO %TO 5/- TM yfdRtH ^ 3TTRR tr fro 
I 5Tfro[ RTF TTl^fTO R7T 33T^?I f^. 16-6-79 
RTf TOt frri M ^ I wt 3TT^T ^ -Rrf 8ft f3F7 TOTO 
=hl7lc1^ R7T Tr^fncl 12 nd) "7^ 'TT'TT TR^S R 

"TT^ "7T Ri^Rki 60 f\ TFTTTT R7T I 

^TT Rn^R+d ^ %7 TO ■dr^lfTOTt, 3TTOT wt TRt^fcT 
TOT ^ ^7T TOdF® Rt «TT t "5ffTO^t U 2 ^ RTF ^ TOTTF 
"7T?rf RTl TO distlRhfcKl, 3p5T^T R7FT1TPT R7l eftTOTT 
TOTRTfH I 3Tb: HldKln 13-9-79 ^ 

TTTOT ^T Ft I 3TFl 3ffF7cT fTOT t % ^ RTt Ft 

TTTOT F7t Ft sftr Rr?# RB" TTRT Hid Kid Fit TOT R TOft 
T3§T3fbR^ 128 Iff ftp!totfr frothd r. F7. fft Ifft 

I RTFfF7 Flw «TT I Rt 128 Iff Fipt FT "RFct ^tT 
frofHF F7TFRT FTfFR «?! I Fisff fR^fFF ^ 3T^F7 3TT^FF 
RF fFF I ^fFR Fit! fFFR R^‘ fFTFT I RFTOFTO RfTFR 
F 1 ^! ^FF fF. 16-6-78 ^ 3RTRF 120 IFF FF7 FiRf F7TF 
FTct FfRF7 Fit TFTpT TOJ TOT FtTOn TJFt "4' FIR sTOcT 
FTT^ F7F 3TTFRR % I fFTRJ FTF? Fit FF 33RfR RFt RTT^ 
Ft I Hid Kid Fit FRTFT Ft FF FT fRJFF ^ 1 ^ ^ 
FFt f 1FT TtfFRTF Fit TOTOF 3TtT 3TRTOT TOT ^fFRR t I 
3TF; ^FT TTRTRF 3TF&T Fit TOfFt Ft t i 3T?f4' FTIT^ZT ^ FF 
FT ^fTFTfFF FT RF TO TO TO F7t FfTO Fit f I 

FfFF^ft ^ TOFT R .3f)F7F tTO t 1F7 fTOR ^TO F7T 
-JjTsTOTF fTO F TOt TO F7 FRFT FF TOr $ 1 

Rd^Rtd TO ^ 3T3T7R ffifTOl. TOri 3m RdRlFd Fipt TTRRF 

Ft TO ^ FTOF. ^tTO. 60 TO FTTO TO ^ TO( 

TTRTFT F7t R! f I Hid Kid ^ MTO RRF FT 32 TO TO 128 
TO FTpf TJF FT TO ^ FRTct ^ "7F FT Id^Rw Ft r! Mt I 
TOF7 TO ^ FF 3TFfF ^ TO Fit Ft I FT?ff d ^et 60 TO 
Ft FTpf Rnni % 1 3tf R fTO fdTTF ftt^ TO FiTOt TO I 

FIFf d TO Tor TO "4' RTF F7T WT FF FRJF 
FT FfFFft^T FTFTFt t TO TOTOf TTT^ R TO 1 
"4 20 FF7 TOTO' TO FlFFT‘ FFfTO F7TFIFT F3TJF TO tl 
fTOTO 4 ttrTOttt TOti ftt ftff ff ft^f ft FTOtt^r 
FTFTFT t TO TOTOf RTJiF 4" TO TO TO TO 15 TOTO TO 
TOTFf FFfTOr FTFTFT FRJF TO f! t I 

TRF F5(T Fit FFF fTOlT TO FFTFvfT Fit 3mTOF 

fTOm TO 4 F- TO ^ 1993 mr. TO. 188 ftt 
fTOni 
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3fd384 4 PlR 'SR^cT 1 f4 :- 

1. 2001 77 37^371713. 41. 2681 

2. 2002 (5)^*J^41 166 

3. 2002 155 

4. 2002 (5) FF*!3^41455 
44~Fmi*gftllFT 3WH 3?gpR f5>5TI k?3TF 

4 3T3f FT fi rffi ffl 33 TOf TO^-3 3FF{4 t # PlR 
17FT7 t :— 

“ 41 $3 7TF7 33333 41 ftjTfljtf 34 3Hffafc +H$cU 
60 fFT 3> P# tA'il c ti 16-7-79 4 9 HpifVi 3» 

371F7 3T 33RR 7TT73! srspft -4’ 4-13# 34 37T&T 
W IT 333R emit 4k 3TR 1#37 FT3l4 t$ 
Ptjj**? PhMf 'SfRTT tl TT*TT 'H6Wfll4 IF 4cKR 
41 'Rldl<tR 311733 41 3?ll37 34 4t 60 iFT 34 
3^fa-4%4 16-7-79 4 334 5 3fclPR 37T3T7 
37 Pi^«ki Pr>«« RRTT tl MiaiMld 3>T Pi-hPici 

Of# 35 3?4 *4 3# IT 31 3»l4 37JR 374 3l4 
3Tl4 37 5’i«hl Pi^Pro 60 1^3 ^4 7T3T3T 317 5t 
Fl441l FT PPJPm 4%4 33 ^ #31 3Tf4Fl4 
34T3k53 3imtl 4 ’ 

FT 3FT7 FT 'f^fod 3TT47T 4 7W t kF 3T4f 34 

PpjPw ^Hfn«h «t>i<4<dT 3l 3>l4 3> k# 60 f^d) 3» 1 cT 4 IF - 
fM^^id ft4 frr w&fi 33 4437 317314 t$ 34 3^ 4t 
37k fr 4 77F37n # 1 ct4 33^ 4eT5i7 Rmrnki 34 4tirft3Rnr 
fd^fad 34 *4 «ftl 731# 35 T 7F# *4 3fl4 3T 3>f4 47^ 3f4 
3l4 3fl4 t TT 4 f 3F<4 TRTFcT 317 "44 34 *4 TTcf FT Fl^TT 4 
aff^cT tl FT 3FT7 3f41 34 Pi^Pm F* Pdf$Nd F3fa #7 
Pl PiMd FPlFl?# 7T7T7f 34 Tif gft| 4FT facT wf # 5 # 
3PJ7TTT TTT«Tf 4 4 16 1H 3T^f # 6 ^ 3T3TTTT 3FTR 4 

31 f^T #T "SM # 7 "4 37^TTT fkcTRT 4 13 f^T^crl 60 f^T 
3)1 ^RPf f^RTI FR4 4H(^TfcT TR»1W< # 16 4 18 
4 f 44 ti fHffi re 3T74 tt 4' 60 1ft »( 

4i3Tf43n4 4 Mi’H 4 r4 34 34^ * 15! ti ft uptjtt ttt# 34 

431 Pl^Ptci 33 "4 TTcf 4 375m TT33I3f3 TT3P3 44 3 3Tpf 

wm 44 4 W3R1 M3 TTRcT ^3 4 # 3f t l 3T«Tf 4 
TR3 4 3T3T43 # 431 41TT313T 34 3^ 4t 33ff% Hlcll<Ci*l 4 
3P3 3T3ftr 4 41 3# f3Pn t 4k rtt4 4^3tr 4 sr^m 

■^T 120 iFT 4 3Tf33T «til4 FT f#Tll 313: e*flcT 4‘333T'34 
143km fd^Pm 4 3^1 ft 33f htctp(1h ft 4tt fkm uftt 

FT tl FT 3FTT 3l4T 34^ 37^43 3131 3^4 3>T aTfkFTTt 3Fl 

tl 

3tt4f 

3RT3: 3T^T 13313 FT F3T FT 3FK 4 fFTT RTclT t If 
3lT33 4 t4, 3T34t F3 41 FT7TFT 34 13-9-79 4 431 
TT3T3T 3R4 FT FltF ^5f3cl 33 1413 H*-Hd tl ITT# 3?k 
37^43 3T3T FT4 FT 3Tf3Fl4 34 tl 

3731^ 34 3Tf4 kTTFTT^TTR F^ 77TFT7 34 33371314 4# 

FT3I 


RT3T3T3 WT ^3 #€i1f4F ^l3 T flTF7UI , 37 f4t 
(TTFT3PT ) 

41g r 4 k? 3 t 14f t4: # 41. 4^3733, 

3Trr^r4^T 

1TFT0T TTTSir 41. 37rf. 41. 37TT. 08/03 

4f^ 77 4. Tjm-41012/141 /2003-37Tf37TT ( 41-1) 
f^TTF 3/9-9-2003 

33Rf77F -53 4k7TTT3 34 f#, 143t41 834/30, U#: 
3Tt4, FTTT, 3734t (TJ3F) Ff# f4f3F FrTTTkFRkTR : - 

l/l-44TfcT3FfRlt3t 34 f#T3. 41 33#4f 

l/2-t3f4F -33 T3: 41 33#4f 371$ 19 34 

l/3-3T3>T7T ^3 T3. 41 33#4 f 37T^ 18 34 

l/4-33t3 -33 T3. 4133#Tm, FT^ 15 34, 3T3lf#T 

1 /5-"^ 3=44% "J# T3. 4133#TTF FFJ 13 343T3l1#T 
Ul4f 4. 4 3 5 dHlPdO 344 TTTF^F TR%FT 3131 
31414. 1/1 4144 337cTT t# 334 T3. 41 33 #W 
3l4kFT Id 314)-834/30, "Jpfc FFr4 333, arspk 

...■5n4fF3 

33T3 

441f T t3^1443T (#34),FFTfTFT4 t3, 37347 

...3717141 

F7f4m : 41 ft. .■£ 4l?m, arfwF, 3rr4km i 

41 f 43 7T3T, 37f33FTT, 3Tw4f I 
3T3tr, 24 ^FTlt, 2006 
373Tt 

4^ TTTFR '513 tfFT 13315 PlH HFIT t i- 

“ Whether the action of the management of North 
Western Railway imposing the penalty of removal 
of Sh. Naval Singh from the services 
w.e.f. 4-5-99 is justified? If not to what relief 
concerned workman is entitled to?” 

4fF7 4-FT3<TF7FT^FlfT3?l 334 I ffk?F 33dP4d 
FT 13FT 18-10-2003 3444"4FT3n 13-1-2005 34 ft 4 
1313F y fa Pi 1433 33lt 341 fap#1 3F 3#7 tTT fF3T tl 
3#Rf 4 37fFcT fF3T t If 33#Tm 15. 11 - 8 - 81 34 37T3k 
W1l4t 35 F Pr^FT 133 31 fFT H<lRfd 4 373T^4r^T 
Tte-II 3F fFTT 3311 TTPmm 4 15 23-9-97 4 2-6-98 
cTF 252 V 2 IFT 33#rm # 373f3^cT 37^733 3T3F7 3TT57T 
14. 4-5-99 5T3 431 4 Pd^lfTId F7 fFHl 3T3M 4 3TTT 
33Rkm # l4 FTT3# 3tf tl 3TT3f33 4 313 

Pd^md 3 tt4tt 13f 513 34 331373 I 7 Tt4- 22 - 6-2000 1r4 


#. 33 . 473133, RTF4171 
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(TOITOrH* RR RR 26-3-98 TOlTRTTfTOcTlt. 10-11-98 

7W tl RRelfTOF TO 14-2-98 TO 25-3-98 cT^T 3TRTF4 7FTO 
TO RRRTc^ 26-3-98 TOt k# 1TOfTOoU+ RR 7RTT*R RRFT RR 
RT^cT tol 8JT I RReT fTOt TOt ftRTRT 29-6-98 3 25-3-98 
RRT snrf^cT R^ft 10-11-98 

TOHTjfRRTRTFT TOrTO RTO RTfTOR TO tl TORT fWl 
3TJ^Y1 TO r^S y^cld 3TRtcR RR Pi u ta RTaffTOR TO RT7T 
RFt‘ tl TJRRT ^ 252‘A ftR Rft STRfa TO TOrtTO TO RRTR 
STJRfTRR TFT I HmR^ TOTOt TOt T?TI F7T «=hK ST^Rftrot 
TJcTRl TO fTOTOTR TO RTFT aft RTRTRRRf 3TfTTOaift TO RF TO 

TfNTOf SFfTfTOTOTO RR FF 3Tf^F RFf Ft T1RR1TI RtcmtTFlTO 
M^IRdl RRRfSR RRRT TOTO RR rTOTO RTTJcl fTORT RTTTORTI 
TOr TO TORRjfTOr R>t Puw r>t tjc^j rrt TOrt rTO Pitch, TO itr 

MlRs(lPv«h TO?TR ST^RTTOt TO 3TTRTT RT PiyJTOi ftcli^ Rift R?t 
RTafalTOt tl 

RfcTRSfkFT TO RrcTT TO TOfTOR fTORT t fTO d^dRis R?t 
3TO«rrt WfRTt TO RR RT 11-8-81 TOt Pi^Ptd ff ajf TOtr 
ttRHlJTfR RfWctl ^<41 R<*li R^TOf 9141 =6tTO RT 4<1h[cHi 

tt TOzftl TOTOr? TO 25292 ftR 3TOl^cT 3T|Rft«TR TFTO TO 

RRTT fRRFTTR RTTR RR ^Pr=ti RTO ^H^ll RR TigfRR 3TRT7T 

RRTR TO TOR froftH TOt TOt TTO^-T "^TOT^T TORT TO fTOsblfTOct 
fTORT TOT am srfTOF TO It. 14-2-98 TO 25-3-98 RRT RR 
TRT«RT RRF7 TO It. 26-3-98 fRRTR TOT T^rTRlTO TO WT 
RTTJR fTORT am STRtcT TO TOMr Rft RfR TO ft 20-9-2000 5TTT 
TOftRRTTtt aftl RTRfTOR?TOnTORtfFRTFTORRRRRTfTOFTOTOtf 
RRTR- TO RTTpl RFf fTORT TOcrfst ^ TO TOt 1995 TO 192 
ftR, 96 TO 172 fTO, 97 tf 262 1TO, 9^ tf 312 iTO, cT« 4T 99 t 
taR ^ft ftfai cT^ 67 tro TOTf^cT TO ^ 3T^TfTTO T^TI 
TO t Pl<Kl ^>t "ISnaf^fT Rft tl 

Rft Tf^fe tf TOrfrit afk tort trt to wt to 

TOJcT TO RfroftTOT TOTOTT ti TTTSR ^ TO?f TO. 1^ 

4 TOt#' ^Tt TfTOT TOfTfcT TOTOTO 3R^T ^ti TfTO^ft ^ft TO 
^ TOfroik TO TRaf TO TOcJcT TO TlfTOftTOT TOTOTT t ^T 
T^tR wt t‘ TO?f t^t-i k 17 TO TOTO TOfTOr 
TORTTOTT^cT TOi 

TTOR83 TO W fTOTT, TOTTOTt TO TOTOTO fTOTTI 
TOft ^ fqgid 3?ftTOTO t ftR ^TORT TOr[cf tTOT :— 

1. 1992 TO T^r. TO (RR. TO ) 48, 

2 2003 (2) R. TOf. RTT. TOT. ^ 90, 

3. 2000 (1) TOTTOTSTO 631 

TOTT TO WTOR 3T^TTO iTOTTi 


rt?t ctto ftRFitR tor TO toir TO ftrarfaf TO stjtot 
TO R7R TO TOrTO t, RTJT fTOTR TO 3Wf^J TO fR TOTRTTrTORT 
TO TTR8J 3T7TO-3TRTO TTT^R RFJcl RR TO t 3RT : ftRTTOR TOR 
fRTORTOTRRTOwntl RB"tTO^?T cT«R t fTO TOTOrT RTOTfro 
23-9-97 TO 2-6-98 TTRT 252>/2 ftR ■3T^rfRRR T?TI Riaff TO 
3TRTTR ^TTTO TRTFR TOtRi rTO TOTO TO RTTTR RF ^T^RkafR TFT 
fTOj fRRFTtR TOR TO TOTOrt To 14-12-97 TO 13-2-98 3tr 
14-2-98 TO 26-3-98 TO TO ^TO 7TRFT-RR fTOnTO TO TORR TO 
RTjcT fTOTO ti 3 tr 3trTr rtt rTO^ wt-rr rt^r rTO ITOrt 
ti rfTO tr-5 trrsr rrft-rr t ITOttTO' rrrtTOtf fTOrr srRfy 
TO ITOtt stTOr rrt TOrk tft ftt TOr'r TO TOt^ rTOTOr rTO t r 
TO R^ TOTOTO t fRTt RRRfTOF 26-3 -98 TOt RTTTOrFR RrTO t^ 
arTftR FtTO RR RF WR-RR tl K?f RR-6 TO 3^RR teTO 
TOterTO 14-12-97 TO 13-2-98 RRTRRRffTOFTOTO rKF tTORR 
RTTO^ ITOrt tl ^TT RRRT RReTfTTF TOt TOrtTO TO TfRR TO TOr^T 
rTO rrft-rr t TO TOr^t TO w TOt TOrtTO rr t 3 rr TOtf 
RRm-RR rTO11 HRHfyt TO 3RTR RR RfTO TTR-4 TO 3TfTTOTOcT 
RR RRT°T 3mt RcTO TO RfTORT TOn TO TOfTOr fTO TO rrtt 
3TRTR5F TOTOrF T3 TTR TORT 3f|TOcT fTORT t fTO$ FT? TOTOr TO TOtf 
RRM-RR RFf tl TRR TOt TORTTt RR TO ^TRT t fTO^ 
TO TO TOr^t rr? TO rr^t-rr TOrt fTO rr-6 t, rTO 
rt^cT ITOrt rrt ti FR tjrrt ‘ i jfr? rrTOrf IrrtTOr rtr TO 
RRR 3^9 !tRfcT ^T RRRR Tore Tort RRlfTOR rTO rtt rrr f 
R TO FRTO fRfRRT RitltfR ^RTRTrTR TO RR^T ST^RfrTOt RR 
RRTR RtRTft RRTfTOcT RR rTO t I fRRTRtR RR TO RTfTOTO TO 
RRTR TORTT, RRTR RR 33RRT tRR RR RTFfRTTO rTO Rft 
TTW RTTRTR7T ^TJRRTrRRT RrTOrtTO RRTltR TOt tl 

RtTO RRTTR tTO, RRfRF 3flT RTTRTTTOrF TO RRTR TO 
TOTO RRRfRF To FRR^T TO t i 3TR: fRRlTOR RR TO ^RRk 
RR 3TRRT ftRT RRTI FFT ^RTRTRR TO RRt RR TO TO TOTOf TO 
ftfRRT RtTOTOTOTO' RR TTT?AT RT^R RrTO RR 3RTRT ItRT RRTO 

rtrr-rr rt TOchTO TO TOTOrTO^rt ITOrt r^t TOTOrTO TO tttTO 
TO RtTO TO fRfRRTRfRfTOfRTO TO 3TfRRTW To RfRRfteRT fTORTI 
TO^t RT^rttrot rr rrtr rrTOTOf TO TOrk fTO rTO rtTO r^t 
RRT fRcT RTO RTT TTRR tl FTT RRRT TOt fRRR RR TO RtTO TOt 
TORTTOFR fRfR-TRRTfti TOTO^ TO 3TTRTR, ^ TOt aT^TOtTOTO 

rR R^-RRt tTO TO^I^fRR RR tF 3TrroRRT RFt RTRT TT 
TtRRTTI 

3Tlt?T 

'-held: RTTTR fRRTF RR ^RT FR RRRT TO ftRT WRT t ITO - 
Ftit rItrr TOrTO TOrrrr £ttt TO RRafTOt TOt TOrt-retTOr 

RR 3TTt7T ftRlTO 4-5-99 ftfa-TFR^tl 3TR: RT7TO ftftRT 
RfrrfTOTOm TOt TOk st^TOr rrr RFf fTORT -rrrt ti 


TOt. tth. TOwrr, ^rtrtTOrt 
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it 8 T 2006 

■^T.3TT. 3580.-3flsflPl«h arfafaFT, 1947 (1947 
^TT 14) W\W! 17 ^4i, ^ 

wzvm ^ tto fNrsr^f 3rfc *4+1# ^ #3, arg^r 
4f ftfe af l alPn* "4 thtfr aMte 

77. II, 4dfr l3 ^4 W (tM WIT 341/2^5) ^4 wfTTcT 

wt t, ^rnr ^4 8-8-2006 w<t fsn m 

[7ft R?T-41012/227/2003-STlf 3TR(^t-I)] 
3F5FT ^grtR, fer 3Tfel4 
New Delhi, the 8th August, 2006 

S.O. 3580 .—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), th& Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 341/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court- II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employes in relation to 
the management of Northern Railway and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
8-8-2006. 

[No. L-41012/227/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR, COURT-D CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIKULDIP SINGH 

Case No. 1. D.No341/2k5. 

Registered on 16-08-2005 
Date of Decision 27-07-2006. 

Shri P. C. Bunger C/o Shri H. K. Sharma, Secretary, 
Uttariya Railway Karmchari Union,' EF 430, Krishan 
Nagar, N. G. Road, Jalandhar 

Petitioner 


Versus 

The General Manager, Northern Railway, Baroda House, 
New Delhi-110001 


Respondent 

AMEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. H.K Sharma 

AR 

For the Management : Mr. P.P Khurana, 

Advocate. 


AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide notification No.L-41012/227/ ’ 
2003-IR(B-I) dated 30-01-2004 referred the following matter 
for the adjudication of this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of General 
Manager, Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi 
imposing the penalty of reducing the pay/wages 
w.e.f. 7-06-1994 is just and legal? If not to what relief 
the workman is entitled to and from which date?” 


The matter remained under the consideration of 
CGIT-cum-Labour Court-I, till the same was transferred to 
this Tribunal and case file received and registered on 16th 
August, 2005. By that time the workman had already filed 
the Claim Petition. The Management filed the Written 
Statement on 21st Dec., 2005. They also filed the photo 
copies of the inquiry proceedings. The workman filed the 
rejoinder. It was submitted by the Management that this is 
the case in which the department had held also the domestic 
inquiry against the workman and the workman has 
challenged the finding of the inquiry inter aha on the ground 
of fairness of the inquiry conducted, therefore, the 
question of fairness of inquiry may be considered and 
decided as a preliminary issue in the matter. The workman 
has not opposed this submission. He has filed the Written 
arguments in support of his claim made in the statement of 
claim The representative of the workman and the Counsel 
for the Management have also submitted the oral 
arguments. 

I have gone through the file and liave also considered 
the submissions made by the parties for and against the 
fairness of inquiry conducted in this case 

Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, in a number of cases 
has said that an enquiry is not an empty formality but 
essential conditions to the legality of the disciplinary order. 
In other words befo» the delinquent workman is dismissed 
from service for misconduct the employer should , hold 
regular enquiry into the misconduct and dismissal without 
holding a regular inquiry would be a illegality. It has also 
been stated by them that the disciplinary inquiry has to be 
quasi-judicial inquiry held according to othe principles of 
natural justice and the enquiry officer has a duty to act 
judicially because the charges of misconduct, if proved, 
will result riot only in deprivation of livelihood of the 
workman but will also attach stigma to his character. The 
Courts have, therefore, attached a considerable importance 
to the holding of fair and regular inquiry in the eases of 
misconduct of the delinquent official before awarding him 
punishment. In support of the requirement of holding an 
inquiry, Hon’ble Supreme Court enumerated the following 
reasons for holding an inquiry, 

(i) ....on wider powers of adjudication now, the 
Tribunal will have to give congent reason for 
not accepting the conclusions of the inquiry 
officer in a case where a proper inquiry has 
been held and a correct finding is arrived at 
regarding the misconduct of the workman; 

(ii) it will aiso enable the employer persuad the 
Tribunal to accept the inauiry as proper and 
the finding as correct; 

(iii) by holding a proper inquiry, the employer will 
escape the charge of having acted arbitrarily 
and mala fide; and 

(iv) the holding a proper and valid inquiry will 
conduce to the harmonious and healthy 
relations between the employer and the 
workmen and it will serve the cause of 
industrial peace. 


2538 GI/06-31 
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The workman in his statement of claim has stated 
that he was an employee in the Northern Railway assigned 
the clerical and operational work, to examine the claim 
regarding non-delivery of goods, of damage caused to the 
consignments sent through the railways and certain other 
job; and that there was no staff working under him nor he 
supervised the working of any official or did he withdrew 
their salary. His attendance was being checked by his 
superior officers who also drew and disbursed salary to 
him; that the workman had proceeded on leave from 17th 
Feb., 1989 up to 3rd March, 1*989, on the expiry of which, he 
requested for extension of leave on account of his ill health; 
that he had developed abnormal pain and other complication 
which he informed the Management and the nearest doctor, 
but they did not respond to his request, therefore, he 
received the treatment from a private practitioner. He kept 
on submitting applications for grant of sick leave to him, 
but the Management did not respond nor conveyed him 
that his leave has been refused and he should join the 
duties; that from 29th March, 1992 he was declared fit to 
resume his duties, by the Private practitioner andfle reported 
for duty on 30th March, 1992, in office of Chief Claim Officer, 
New Delhi but was refused to join his duties; that from 
29th March, 1992 he was given declared fit to resume his 
duties, by the Private practitioner and he reported for duty 
on 30th March, 1992, in office of Chief Claim Officer, New 
Delhi. He also submitted the duplicate copies of his 
applications for grant of leave, in the office of the Chief 
Claim Officer, Northern Railway, New Delhi by Registered 
Post as well as in the receipt section of that office. That on 
his inquiry, he was told that the Management will inform 
him about the date he could join his duties. On the other 
hand, the Management issued him the notice on 6th June, 
1992 to get him medically examined by Senior Medical 
Officer, New Delhi for his fitness. However, the concerned 
Medical Officer refused to examine him and he was directed 
to get him examined by the Senior Divisional Medical Officer, 
Ferozepur or Jalandhar; that he was declared fit for service 
by the Chief Physician, New Delhi but despite that he was 
not allowed to join his duties. 

The claim of the workman further is that the 
Management considered the selection for the post of Group 
B on 25th July, 1992, to which the workman was also eligible 
but he was over looked. He was not allowed to join his 
duties and the Management followed the unfair Labour 
practice. He approached the CAT, Chandigarh, by a petition 
but was persuaded to withdraw the same by the 
Management. However, the Management did not honour 
their commitment and instead issued him a chargesheet for 
his having left the country without permission, and for 
retaining the duty pass during leave period. According to 
him, the Management appointed highly prejudiced Enquiry 
Officer who got the workman to sign the inquiry report. 
The Management did not provide copy of the inquiry report 
to the workman and still imposed the penalty on him. He 
was also not informed that he can make the representation. 
He made several representations but without any reply. 
Only a few days before his retirement, he was informed 
about the penalty imposed on him. The Management 
denied him the opportunity of hearing and of making the 


appeal against the order. Thus, the proceedings of the 
inquiry were nullity. The penalty of reduction in rank by 
one stage imposed upon him was bad in law as the notice 
of penalty was served on him on 7th June, 1994, whereas 
he retired on 30th June, 1994. The workman was also denied 
the re-fixation of his salary in terms of cadre structuring 
done by the Management. The workman has prayed for a 
number of claims as noted in para No. 17 of this Claim 
Petition and submitted that for the record is with the 
Management and if they do not produce the same, the 
photo copies submitted by the workman be taken on record 
and adverse inference he drawn against the Management. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman on a number of grounds. It is their preliminary 
objections that the petitioner is not a workman since he 
was working in the Grade of 2000-3200. Besides he was 
working in the supervisory capacity; that the workman 
approached the CAT, Chandigarh for a relief of 
regularization of his leave period but later on he did not 
persue his petitions which was dismissed for default on 
7th Dec., 1992 and for that reason his present petition is 
not maintainable. 

On merit it is their submission that the workman had 
applied for leave for the period 17th Feb., to 3rd March, 1989, 
which was sanctioned. He was further granted leave up to 
15th March, 1989, but thereafter, he absented from duty 
during the period 3rd April, 1989 to 29th Oct., 1992. Denying 
the fact that the workman remained in the railway Hospital, 
it is stated that the workman was issued notice on 26th 
April, 1989 under R/C AD askinghim to report for duty but 
the letter was received back undelivered. The workman 
retained first class duty card pass No. 15591, with him, 
without authority and that the workman was issued 
chargesheet for his mis-conduct punishable with major 
penalty and the inquiry was couducted against him. In the 
inquiry all the charges were proved. The workman was 
provided with the copy of the inquiry report on 29th April, 
1994. He was awarded the penalty of reduction by one 
stage in the time scale from 7th June, 1994 till 30th June, 
1994, the day, he was to superannuate, for being absent 
from duty unauthorisely and for keeping the duty card 
pass illegally, during the period of leave. He was not entitled 
for promotion as standard form 5 was pending against him 
under the railway conduct rules. 

Denying the assertion that he was called by the 
railway administration and extended an assurance to 
persuade him to withdraw his case from the CAT, it is stated 
by them that nobody appeared for the workman before the 
CAT and the petition was dismissed for default. Reiterating 
that the workman was provided with the copy of the inquiry 
findings on 29th April, 1994, it is submitted by them that 
the workman did not submit his defence statement; and 
that other assertion of the workman in the Claim Statement 
are a matter of record. They have prayed for deciding the 
reference in favour of the Management declaring that the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

I have heard the learned Counsel for the parties and 
have gone through record. 
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It is the claim of the workman that he was charge 
sheeted for a major penalty under the Railway Servants 
Discipline appeal rules 1968. Under rules 9 & 10 thereof the 
charged officer was entitled to get the statement of articles 
of charges, statement of imputations, list of documents 
relied upon and list of witnesses to be produced in the 
case by the Management. He was also entitled to submit 
his defence within specified period. The Management, 
thereafter, was required to appoint an inquiry officer, 
Presenting officer and nominate a defence helper of the 
choice of workman. The workman further gets the right to 
demand additional documents. The workman was also 
required to be provided with the opportunity to cross 
examine the witnesses of the Management himself or 
through his defence helper and then state his defence. He 
also gets the right to submit his arguments, get a copy of 
the inquiry report and then a notice from the discipline 
party to submit his explanation as to why the action 
proposed in the inquiry report be not taken against him 
and then a notice to show as to why the penalty proposed 
be not imposed upon him. He further gets the right to file' 
the appeal, review or revision. The claim ofthe workman is 
that the Management conducted ex-parte inquiry against 
him earlier in which the presenting officer tied the witnesses 
to the version of Management and then initiated the second 
inquiry, produced the same witnesses, who being the 
employees of the Management could not go against the 
version, they had given earlier, therefore, the same 
conclusions were drawn in the inquiry. It is further his case 
that the Management did not allow the workman a defence 
help of his choice. Thirdly, the notice for imposing penalty 
was issued without affording an opportunity to the charged 
officer to submit his representation against the inquiry 
report. The workman was also not allowed to examine 
defence witnesses rather he was cross examined by the 
inquiry officer himself against the spirit of the rules; and 
that the Management further failed in its duty to rebut the 
statement ofthe workman that he was made to withdraw 
his case before the CA T on the assurance the Management; 
that the workman was never supplied with the copy ofthe 
inquiry report, despite repeated requests, so as to make 
him to file the appeal. For all these reasons the inquiry 
conducted, the penalty imposed is bad in law, therefore, 
the same may be quashed. 

I have considered the submission made by the 
workman in support of his claim. I find that his claim is not 
supported by any cogent evidence rather the record of the 
file shows that the workman has taken the support of lies 
to prove his claim in which he has utterly failed. There is no 
denying of the fact that in a domestic inquiry the proceeding 
should be fair and the principle of natural justice should 
never be lost sight off. As per the Railway Servant 
Discipline Appeal rules 1968, the workman was entitled to 
get the statement of Articles of charges, statement of 
imputation, list of documents and witnesses to be 
produced by the Management in the case, besides the 
right to specify his defence. The Disciplinary Authority 
was further required to convey to the workman the name of 
the Inquiry Officer in case he himself did not opt to hold 
the inquiry; and that ofthe Presenting Officer. The workman 


was also entitled to nominate a defence helper and could 
ask for additional documents to prove his case. He also 
gets the right to submit his arguments and after the report 
of inquiry is made, is entitled to a copy of the same and 
then the notice to explain his petition. He further gets right 
to be told that he can file the appeal against the action 
taken by the Disciplinary Authority. The main thrust ofthe 
workman is that he was not provided with the report of 
inquiry, therefore, he could not submit explanation to the 
Disciplinary Authority about the finding ofthe E.O. nor he 
could file an appeal against the order of the Disciplinary 
Authority imposing punishment on him. 

I have examined the claim of the workman. In my 
opinion the claim of the workman does not hold good in 
the face of a letter issued by the Disciplinary Authority 
dated 30th Dec., 1992 in which the workman, under his own 
hand, received the copy ofthe inquiry report, “received on 
31st Dec., 1992”. This letter reads “Please refer to your 
application dated 21st Dec., 1992, and find herewith the 
copies of the PO’s report and Shri Dasondha Singh GMl’s 
statement dated 28th March, 1990 for further necessary 
action at your end.” This letter clearly proves that the 
workman received a copy of the inquiry officer’s report 
and not only that, the copy of statement of Dasondha 
Singh dated 28th March, 1990, was also provided to him. 
We further find a photo copy of the inquiry report dated 
29th April, 1994, made by the inquiry officer. On the first 
page of inquiry report, there is endorsement under the hand 
of Mr. P.C. Bungar, the workman, where he recorded that he 
has received the copy of the report containing pages from 
1 to 10. This he recorded on the inquiry report on 
29th April 1994, the day, when the Inquiry Officer signed 
the inquiry report. Thus, the evidence available on record 
befies the claim ofthe workman that he was not provided 
with a copy of the inquiry report, therefore, he could not 
submit explanation to the Disciplinary Authority about the 
report of die inquiry officer nor he could make the appeal 
before the Appellate Authority. 

On record I find the copy of the statement of the 
workman running.into 7 pages which itself shows that the 
workman was given fair opportunity to explain the evidence 
available on record against him and the replies given by 
him do not convince even to a lay man that he was so 
seriously ill or was so deeply engaged in the ill health of 
his wife that he could not inform the Management by any 
mode worthy of credit. It has been claimed by him that he 
lived in a town named Phagwara where there must be 
facilities of telephone, telegram and post office then why 
he did not inform his department that he is in such a situation 
that he cannot report for duty. In short the answers given 
by him are not convincing. He further failed in his duty to 
produce any defence evidence and has shifted the burden 
to the shoulders of the Management claiming that the 
Management did not provide him the opportunity to 
produce evidence in his defence. On record, I find a letter 
under the hand of the workman P.C. Bungar dated 30th 
November, 1993, thereby he named Darshan Singh as his 
defence witness and the inquiry officer permitted him to 
produce the said witness in his defence. There is also on 
record the copy of the interim order of the inquiry officer 
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dated 2 \ st Dec., 1993 . which reads that no defence witness 
has been produced by the charged officer, despite having 
been given more than one extra opportunity. It was in these 
circumstances that the defence evidence was closed. This 
documents shows that the workman was given more than 
one opportunity to produce his evidence, but he did not 
produce any and the workman acknowledged the receipt 
of copy of the order of the inquiry officer in this regard 
under his own hard. 

The fairness of the Management speaks for itself 
when we End that the order holding of second inquiry on 
the re-appearance of the workman before them, even when 
they had ample evidence to show that the Management 
had taken every step to serve the workman with the notices 
to report for duty, but they found that the workman had left 
the place without informing them. The Management even 
served the notices to the workman through his daughters 
who neither disclosed, the place where their father was nor 
themselves conveyed to the Management as to w'hy their 
father was not attending his duties. Is it possible that if the 
parents were so seriously ill that their daughters could not 
seek help or at least take steps to inform the employer so as 
to save the job of their father. It is also worth note that the 
workman though claimed to have remained involved in his 
own illness or in the illness of his wife, did not disclose as 
to who attend them during the time of illness. If the workman 
was under acute depression, then how could he look after 
his ailing wife. There is another aspect of this. The railways 
has established hospitals at different places in the country 
where the specialties and super specialties are available. 
The workman did not report for check ups in those 
hospitals and took the option to get treated by private 
practitioner which would have meant more expensive and 
less efficiency. 

I have also looked to the case from the angle of the 
punishment awarded to the workman, w'hether the 
disciplinary authority was fair enough to award punishment 
on the basis of the evidence available on record. It is true 
that this Tribunal is not sitting as a Court of appeal against 
the order of Disciplinary Authority, but even looking from 
a distance on the evidence available on record, I feel that 
the Management was most considerate to take a lenient 
view in awarding the punishment to the workman who has 
stated the facts, nothing but bundle of lies. The 
Management produced three witnesses in the inquiry, to 
whom defence representative cross-examined at length. 
The witnesses produced are the responsible officers of the 
Management and the workman has failed to show their 
animous against the workman. I fail to understand as to 
how' the workman claims that the witnesses have spoken 
in favour of the Management being in their employment 
whereas some of them are already retired from service and 
they were the colleagues of the workman against whom he 
has shown nothing to presume that they had made false 
statement against him. 


I have considered the law referred to by the 
representative of the workman and the Counsel for the 
Management. I have come to the conclusion that the copy 
of the inquiry report, was provided to the workman and his 
claim that he had not been provided with the copy of the 
report is wrong. Presuming and not admitting that the 
workman had not received the inquiry report the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Managing Director, ECIL, 
Hyderabad V/s B. Karunakar reported as 1994 1 LLJ 162 
has directed that in a case when inquiry officer's report is 
not furnished to the delinquent employee, in the discipline 
proceedings, the Court and the Tribunal should cause the 
copy of the report to be furnished to the delinquent 
employee, if he has not already secured one before coming 
to the Court/Tribunal and give the employee an opportunity 
to show cause as to how his or her case got prejudice 
because of the non-supply of report. It is only in case the 
Tribunal finds that the furnishing of the report would have 
made a difference to the result in the case that it should set 
aside the order of punishment. It is on record that the 
Management furnished the copy of the inquiry report 
alongwith their Written Statement on 21st Dec., 2005, a 
copy of which was provided to the workman. The workman 
never raised the plea before the Tribunal that he is not in 
possession of the inquiry report nor could he raise sfich a 
plea for the reason that if he had no knowledge of the 
inquiry reports then how he challenged the same in the 
statement of claim and subsequent pleadings. He never 
requested the Court to get him the copy of the inquiry 
report. I further find that the workman has failed to show 
me as to in what manner he was prejudiced for want of the 
inquiry report. As stated above the workman is shown to 
have been provided with the copies of the charge sheet, a 
list of witnesses, the list of documents to be used against 
the workman in the inquiry. He was also provided with the 
opportunity to lead the evidence in defence. He was also 
provided with the assistance of defence representatives. 
He attended all the proceedings in the inquiry. It has also 
been shown that the workman was provided with the 
photocopy of the inquiry officer’s report on the very day, it 
was signed by the Enquiry Officer. So the workman has 
failed to show me that he was prejudiced in his defence in 
the inquiry, therefore, the inquiry is bad for that reason. 

After careful consideration of the record available 
on the file, I am of the opinion that the Management had 
conducted a fair and regular inquiry not only once but 
twice and the punishment imposed is not disproportionate 
to the mis-conduct of the workman. The action of the 
Management in imposing penalty on the workman is just 
and legal and the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

In view of the discussion made above, the award is 
passed in the terms stated above. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 8 th August, 2006 

S.O. 3581.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 797/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of Patiala and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
8-8-2006. 

[No. L-12012/139/91 -IR (3-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNALCUM- 
LABOURCOURT4I, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIKULDIP SINGH 

Case NO. I.D. No. 797/2k5. 

Registered on 6-09-2005 
Date of Decision 25-07-2006. 

Shri J. C. Pandey Through General Secretary, State Bank 
of Patiala StafFUnion, 366/7, Panchkula 

Petitioner 

Versus 

•* 

The Chief General Managef, State Bank of Patiala H. O. 
the Mall, Patiala 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Ashwani Kumar 

For the Management : N. K. Zakhmi 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. It is stated that he has 
expired. Mr. Raj Kaushik who was appearing for the 
workman earlier states that he has contacted the LR’s of 
the deceased workman but they are not interested to follow 
the case. This gives rise to the presumption that the LR’s 
of the deceased workman are not interested to prosecute 
the case. The workman had tiled the Claim Petition through 
the General Secretary of State Bank of Patiala StafFUnion, 
but the General Secretary has also not bothered to comes 
appear on behalf of the workman. Therefore, the Court is 


satisfied that the workman is not interested to prosecute 
this case. Since the parties have already filed their pleadings, 
have lead their evidence and produced the documents, 
therefore, the case is being decided on merit. 

The Govt, of India vide notification No. L-12012/134/ 
91 dated 3rd July, 1991 referred the following matter for the 
consideration of this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, State 
Bank of Paitala, Patiala is not designating 
Shri J.C Pandey, Clerk/Typist to the post of Telex/ 
Teleprinter Operator in Zonal Office, Jalandhar 
against the existing post is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to 
and from what date?” 

The parties on getting the notice of the reference 
appeared. The workman filed his Claim Petition, to which 
the Management filed the Written Statement. The workman 
filed the reapplication and his affidavit. The Management 
filed the affidavit of their Personal Manager, Charanjeet Lai 
Arora in support of their pleadings. They also placed on 
record the photo copies of the documents which were 
exhibited as M-2 to M- 8 . The workman appeared as a 
witness whereas the Management examined Shri Arora in 
support of their claim. 

The claim of the workman, as made out in the 
statement of Claim Petition, is that the Management has 
not framed policy/rules with regard to the posting of Telex 
Operators/Tele Printers whereas they are required to frame 
the same since the designation of Daftri/Head Armed Guard 
in the sub staff, and Teller and Cashier, in the clerical cadre 
for their seniority is counted stationwise; that the workman 
was posted in the Zonal Office, who demanded opportunity 
to work as a Tele. Printer operator, as and when the person 
working on that post proceeded on leave, but he was denied 
the opportunity; that the workman being a Trade Union 
Leader, organized the workers and was elected as General 
Secretary of StafFUnion in the year 1984. The already 
existing Union, which was pro-Management could not 
digest the workman having been appointed General 
Secretary of a rival Trade Union, with die connivance of 
Management, got the workman transferred from the Zonal 
Office to Region No. 1, Office Jalandhar. According to him 
the post of Tele-1 Winter Operator fell vacant twice thereafter, 
but he was denied the opportunity to work thereon, whereas 
other persons were transferred from Region No. 1 to Zonal 
Office as Tele Printer Operator. That the workman was a 
senior most employee in die Branch of the Management 
Bank, but he was denied the posting on die post which 
carried the special allowance. Thus, die Management 
adopted the policy of unfair labour practice. He has prayed 
for declaring the action of the Management unfair practice 
and the workman be granted special allowance at the rate 
of 145/- p.m. w.e.f. 4th Sep., 1990 along with the interest at 
the rate of 80% p. a. 

The Management filed reply to the claim of the 
workman and stated that die Petition is not maintainable 
for mis-joinder and non-joinder of the necessary parties 
and for want of jurisdiction. Denying the feet that die Telex 
operator should be appointed station-wise it is stated by 
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them that th^y are appointed on unit-wise basis and not 
station-wise basis. According to them, at the time of transfer 
of R.K. Soi\i in the computer centre, the workman was 
posted in the Regional Office and not in the Zonal Office, 
therefore, he was not given the designation of Telex/Tele 
Printer. The present petition is not maintainable as the claim 
made is not specific and it is not shown on what basis the 
claim has been made; hence, the reference is not 
maintainable. 

On merit it is submitted by the Management that 
there is a policy with regard to the posting of Telex/Tele 
Printer; that on 12th Jan., 1987, when the workman was 
posted in the Zonal Office, Jalandhar, Shri S.N. Batra was 
working as Telex-operator, but no official allowance was 
paid by the Management to any of the Tele Printer 
Operators appointed in leave arrangement. It is also their 
case that the averments made in para 3,4 & 5 are not correct 
It is claimed by them that Shri Gurbachan Singh was 
transferred to Zonal Office, Jalandhar for administrative 
reasons and he was senior to the workman. There is no 
doubt that the workman was senior most clerk/Typist at 
Jalandhar, but he was not designated as Tele-operator as 
he was in the Regional Office. Denying that they have ever 
practiced unfair labour practice, it is stated by them that 
the workman has no claim, therefore, the reference may be 
answered against him. 

The workman appeared as a witness on 3rd June, 
1993. In his cross examination he admitted that Mr. S.N. 
Batra was senior to him and so was Gurbachan Singh; that 
the Management had transferred to him to Region No. 1 
whereas Gurbachan Singh was transferred to the Zonal 
Office. He admitted that he had refused to work as a Data- 
Entry Operator; and that the posts of Data Entry Operator 
and Telex Operator are carrying the allowances. 

Mr. C.L. Arora who appeared as a witness for the 
Management stated that the post of Tele Printer is an 
allowance carrying post which is given to die senior most 
clerk. However it is not a promotion post; and that 
Gurbachan Singh being the senior most was transferred 
from Regional Office to Zonal Office and was given the 
post of Tele Printer Operator. He denied that the workman 
was purposely transferred not to give him post of Tele 
Printer Operator as was suggested. 

I have gone through the file. 

In substance the claim of the workman is that the 
Management had not formulated any policy or rules with 
regard to the posting of Telex Operator/Tele Printer 
Operator; that the Management, with malafide intension, 
and following unfair labour practice transferred the 
workman from the Zonal Office to the Regional Office, 
Jalandhar and transferred Shri Gurbachan Singh to the 
Zonal Office and posted him as Tele Printer Operator, a 
post which carried special allowance at the rate of 145; that 
the Management, therefore, denied the workman the benefit 
of being posted as Tele Printer Operator against the post 
available in the Zonal Office. He claimed that since he had 
organized Trade Union Activities and established a counter 
Trade Union in the Management Bank which was not liked 


by the rival Trade Union, close to the Management, 
therefore, he was transferred from Zonal Office to Regional 
Office and denied the right to be posted as Tele Printer 
Operator and thus he was put to loss of special allowance 
at the rate of 145 days. In support of his claim the workman 
has failed to place on record any standing order, bipartite 
settlement or any authority by which he was entitled to be 
posted as Tele Operator. He has also failed to produce any 
rule or order by which he could not be transferred from the 
Zonal Office to Regional Office or vice versa. In his own 
statement he admitted that Mr. S.N. Batra, who was working 
as Teleprinter Operator, was senior to him. He further 
admitted that he had never worked at the place of Mr. Batra 
when the later proceeded on leave. He also admitted that 
Gurbachan Singh was senior to him. Mr. C.L. Arora, 
Personal Manager in the Zonal Office in his affidavit as 
well as in the statement, he made in the Court, stated that 
no person, posted against the arrangement of Mr. S.L. Batra, 
was ever paid officiating allowance. He further stated that 
the woikman never officiated as Tele Printer Operator. He 
further stated that Gurbachan Singh was transferred on 
administrative ground as he was senior to the workman. 
He further stated that when Balwinder Singh was designated 
as Teleprinter operator the workman was posted as Data 
Entry Operator and both the posts carried the allowance. 
According to him, as per the existing pattern, the Telex/ 
Tele Printer Operator were appointed on the basis of unit- 
wise/departmental/branch-wise seniority and not on the 
basis of Station-wise seniority and since the workman was 
not posted in the Zonal Office therefore, he was not given 
the designation of Teleprinter Operator. 

I do not find any evidence on record to show that 
the workman could not be transferred from Zonal Office to 
the Regional Office of the Bank; and that he was denied 
the designation of Teleprinter Operator and his juniors were 
given that designation. The workman has also not been 
able to show that as to how the management practiced the 
unlawful labour practice. It has been shown that the 
workman was appointed as Data Entry Operator which also 
carried the same amount of allowance and was equivalent 
post, but he did not join. Thus, in my opinion the workman 
has failed to show that the action of the General Manager, 
State Bank of Patiala in not designating the workman, J.C. 
Pandey, io the post of Telex/Teleprinter Operator in Zonal 
Office, Jalandhar was illegal and unjustified. As per record 
there did not exist any post of Telex/Teleprinter Operator in 
the office where the workman was posted at that time, 
therefore, the question of his being designated as 
Teleprinter Operator did not arise. In my opinion the 
worianan is not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered in affirmative holding that as the workman has 
foiled to show any right to be designated as a Telex/Tele 
Printer Operator in foe Zonal Office, Jalandhar. The woikman 
is therefore not entitled to any relief. The award is passed 
in these terms. Let a copy of this award be sent to foe 
appropriate Govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi,jthe 8th August, 2006 
S.O. 3£82.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 164/ 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad, I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of CCL and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 8-8-2006. 

[No. L-20012/110/99-IR(C-I)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I AT DHANBAD 
In the matter of a Reference u/s. 10( 1) (d) (2 A) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
Reference No. 164/1999 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Kathara Washery of M/s. C. C. Ltd. 

And 

Their Workman. 

PRESENT : Shri Sarju Prasad, 

Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers Shri D. K. Verma, 

Advocate 

For the Workmen Shri D. Mukherjee, 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, die 3rd August, 2006 
AWARD 

"By Order No L-20012/110/99-1 R(C-I) dated 4-8-1999 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of the union forregularisation 
of S/Shri Ram Prasad Prajapati and 24 other workmen 
(as per list enclosed) on permanent roll of C. C. L. 
from the management of Kathara Washery, M/s. C. 


C. L. is justified? If so, what relief are these workmen 

entitled to?” 

2. The case of the sponsoring union is that S/Shri 
Ram Prasad Prajapati and 24 others, whose names find 
place in the list enclosed with the reference order, have 
been engaged by the management of Kathara Coal Washery 
of M/s. C. C. L. for maintenance of railway siding and also 
for up-dating, cleaning of railway line in the Marshalling 
Yard of Kathara Washery through out the year from the 
year 1991. According to them, there are 6 Rly. lines in the 
Marshalling Yard of Kathara Coal Washery and in order to 
transport washed coal and raw coal these railway lines are 
very much important and nature of jobs performed by the 
concerned workmen are of permanent and perennial nature. 
According to them, they have been working for more than 
8 years, but they are not getting proper wages and the 
management in order to deprive them the proper wages 
etc. have been disbursing their wages through a so-called 
contractor, Mithilesh Dutta Dwivedi, but in fact, they are 
the employees of the management of Kathara Coal 
Washery. The management is doing all such unfair labour 
practice in order to deprive them from proper wages, 
overtime, bonus and other fringe benefits Provident Fund, 
Gratuity etc. Therefore, they have prayed forregularisation 
in the permanent roll of the management of Kathara Coal 
Washery. 

3. The management has admitted thatthere is a railway 
siding and Marshalling Yard of Kathara Coal Washery which 
is practically the life line of that washery because washed 
coal is transported from the washery to captive power plant 
and raw coal is also being transported to the washery. But 
according to them, they have got their own permanent 
workmen for doing maintenance job and only on few 
occasion they have engaged Mithilesh Dutta Dwivedi as 
contractor when occasion arose for changing rail sleepers 
and filling of ballast materials on the railway track, 
otherwise the maintenance work is being carried by the 
permanent workmen of the Coal Washery. The management 
/has pleaded that the establishment of the management is 
registered under Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970, but at the same time they have admitted 
that the contractor is not a licensee contractor under the 
saijtjAct and has pleaded that it is not required because 
the contractor is not required to engage more than 19 
workers at any time. According to the management, some 
of the persons whose names find place in die list might be 
the workers of the contractor, but there is no relationship 
of employer and employees between the management and 
the concerned persons. Therefore, this dispute is not 
maintainable and the concerned workmen cannot be 
regularised and permanent workmen of the management. 

4. The sponsoring union has examined one witness 
(WW-1) in support of its case and has filed attendance 
register duly signed by the P. W.I. ofthe management. From 
the attendance register it goes to show that die concerned 
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persons in all 25 persons have been working since iong 
round the year and their attendance is more than 240 days 
in a year. The plea of the management that the contractor is 
not required to obtain licence under Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 as the contractor 
never engaged more than 19 workers at a time, is falsified 
by the attendance register which also contains the signature 
of the representative of the management. The management 
has produced two files relating to the contract works 
provided to Mithilesh Dutta Dwivedi but they have not 
produced the tender register nor they have pioduced any 
tender notice inviting the tenders. It appears that all the 
time only one contractor has been engaged by the 
management. Although the management has pleaded that 
the contractor used to be engaged for a very brief period 
and the bill submitted by such contractor is also of a brief 
period but the attendance register which has been signed 
by the representative of the management also it is clearly 
established that the concerned workmen worked round 
the year. Therefore, a vital question arises if the contractor 
is engaged for a very brief period then under whom the 
concerned workmen worked for the rest of the period. 
Apparently they are working under the direct control of 
the management of Kathara Coal Washery for the rest of 
the period. Moreover, the contractor is not having any 
licence, there is no tender notice, no tender register has 
been produced, there is no agreement between the so- 
called contractor arid the management, therefore on lifting 
the vail it can be safely presumed that the plea of contract 
workers is nothing but a camouflage in order to conceal 
the real fact. 

5. The management had examined two witnesses, 
out of which MW-1 is Halan Surin who has joined in Kathara 
Area on 30-8-2004 and he has no duty to supervise the 
work of the concerned workmen. He has come to say that 
they do not engage contractor for maintenance of railway 
track, but they do engage contractor for replacement of 
railway track and sleepers etc. on some occasion. He has 
further come to say that they have got their own 
departmental workers for repairing of the railway track but 
they have not filed any attendance register or paper to 
show that they have got permanent work force for 
maintenance of railway track. On the other hand, from the 
copy of attendance register filed by the concerned workmen 
which also contains the signature of P.W.l. of the 
management, goes to show that the concerned persons 
are working round the year in the maintenance of railway 
track. The another witness is Uma Shankar Prasad Singh 
who has come to say that they have got a gang workers for 
day to day maintenance and repair of railway track, but the 
management has not filed any paper to support this fact. 
He has filed paper relating the contractor for major repair 
and maintenance work for the years 1991 to 1995. Besides 
that he has proved the demand notice of the sponsoring 
union, rejoinder of the management before the Conciliation 


Officer. From the materials on record it appears that the 
concerned persons are working round the year in the 
maintenance work of the railway track of Kathara Coal 
Washery which is very much essential for the 
transportation of coal from washery to captive power plant 
and also for transportation of raw coal into the washery 
and the work of the concerned persons is more than 240 
days in a calendar year. Since they are working from the 
year, 1991 regularly but they are not getting proper wages 
nor they are getting the Provident Fund contribution and 
other benefits which a permanent worker is entitled to, 
therefore, it amounts to unfair labour practice. The so-called 
.contractor is nothing but a camouflage because the 
management has not produced any registration certificate 
requires for engagement of contractor not the contractor 
is having any licence and moreover, the so-called contractor 
has been engaged for a very brief period but the concerned 
workmen are working round the year, therefore it appears 
that the concerned persons might have been engaged 
through contractor but they are working since 1991 and 
now they have become the workmen of the management of 
Kathara Coal Washery and therefore they deserved to be 
regularised as permanent employees of the management. 

6. In the result, the following award is rendered: 

The demand of the union for regularisation of S/Shri 
Ram Prasad Prajapati and 24 other workmen (as per list 
enclosed) is justified and they are entitled for regularisation 
on the permanent roll of Vlathara Coal Washery of 
M/s. C.C. Ltd. Accordingly, the management is directed to 
regularise the concerned workmen on the permanent roll of 
Kathara Coal Washery of C.C.L. within 30 days from the 
date of publication of the award. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
L-20012/110/99-IR(CD) 
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2006 

S O. 3583.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 11 (C)/ 
2002] of the Industrial Tribunal Guwahati as shown in the 
Ahft8*Ufe in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of LIC ot £$*; *od Aeir workman, received 
by die Central Government on 3-8-2006. 

[No. Lrl7011/I/2002-IR(B-II)] 
C. GANGADHA*AN» Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI, 
ASSAM 

REFERENCE NO. 11(C) OF2002 

PRESENT 

Shri B. Bora, 

Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Guwahati 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute beteween 

The Management of 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Divisional Officer, Silchar 


-Vs- 

Shri Krishna Babu Sinha and others 
APPEARENCE 

Shri B. C. Pathak, Advocate : For the Management 

Dr. M. Pathak, Advocate 

Shri S. Dutta, Advocate For the Workman. 

Date of Award: 2-5-2006 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by 
a notification No. L-17011/1/2002 (IR-B-II) dtd. 29-5-2002 
referred an Industrial Dispute between the Management of 
Life Insurance Corpn. of India and their workmen Shri 
Krishna Babu Sinha and others on the following issue: 

“Whether the demand of the Silchar Division 
Insurance Workers Organisation (BMS), Silchar for 
regularisation of services of S/Shri Krishna Banu 
Sinha, Tarun Kumar Sinha and Bidyut Kanti Nath by 
die management of Life Insurance Corporation of 
India, Divisional Office.'SUchar is fair, just and legal? 
If yes, what relief the workmen concerned entitled 
to?” 

On receipt of reference, a reference case was 
registerodand notices were issued both parties calling upon 
them to file their written statements/addl. written statements 
and documents, if any. In response to die notices both 
parties appeared in this Tribunal and filed their written 
statement Both parties also adduced evidences both oral 
and documentary in support of their respective cases. 

The case of the workmen in brief is that: 

That, Divisional Manager of die L.I.C.I. Silchar 
Division employed S/Shri Krishna Babu Sinha, Tarun Kr. 
Sinha with effect from 1-7-2000 and Shri Bidyut Kanti Nath 
with effect from 2-3-2001 and aforesaid workmen since their 
joining have been performing the duties of watchman in 
Divisional office itself situated at Meherpur, Silchar-15. 

That, Divisional Manager, Silchar Division taking 
advantage of poverty and unemployment exploited the 
workmen by treating them as “Contractual Security Guard” 
with an intention not to regularise their service thereby to 
deny S?L r r ^£ hts 311(1 privileges such as Medical benefit, 
P.F., gratuity etc. 

That, the workers all along disputed their 
nomenclature “Contractual Security Guard” which was 
purely malafide and a hoax. There was no shadow of a 
contractor in the realm of their service. They were directly 
employed by the Corppration and their work was distributed 
and supervised by die officers of die Corporation. Therefore, • 
in the interest of justice, the organisation of the workman 
filed a dispute before the Regional Labour Commissioner, 
Guwahati on 7-6-2001, and accordingly conciliation was 
fixed by RLC at Guwahati on 6-8-2001. However, Divisional 
Manager, Silchar Division on receipt of the aforesaid letter 
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of conciliation immediately terminated the service of the 
Shri Bidyut Kanti Nath with effect from 4-8-2001 so as to 
defeat his claim for regularisation as because Shri Bidyut 
Kanti Nath could not complete six months of service by 
that time although the other two workmen had already 
completed six months of service by that time and in place 
of aforesaid Bidyut Kanti Nath employed one Shri Samarjit 
Sinha who has been working as on date. It is submitted 
that in order to claim regularisation of one’s service in any 
subordinate post of the Corooration, six months 
continuous service is essential as per LICI (Staff) 
Regulation, 1960 and Rules framed thereunder. 

It is further submitted that prior to employment of 
the workman under reference there were two confirmed 
watchman amongst others in the same Divisional Officer 

i.e. Shri Bahauddin Choudhury, Shri S. N. Pathak, but both 
of them dies on 9-3-98 and 2\ A -2000 respectively and 
following their death posts of confirmed watchman fell 
vacant and in order to cover up th is shortage of watchman, 
Divisional Manager recruited those thm "kmen and 
engaged them for performing the job <■ . i. In the 

light of above it would be evident that: „na Babu 

Sinha and Shri Tarun Kumar Sinha have alrcaay completed 
two years of service with the Corporation while Shri Bidyut 
Kanti Nath could not complete six months of service as he 
had been terminated by the management to defeat his claim 
of regularisation by causing a breach of continuity of service 
thereby causing a wrongful loss to the employees and a 
wrongful gain to the management. Therefore, all the shall 
be regularised as per LICI (Staff) Regulation, I960 and Rules 
framed thereunder. 

The workmen have prayed for an award in their 
favour. 

The management contested by filing written 
statement and stated :— 

That the reference is liable to be dismissed for want 
of jurisdiction as the so-called workmen are not the workmen 
of the management and for the same reasons such outsiders 
cannot be the members of the trade union, namely, the 
Silchar Insurance Workers’ Organisation, C/o Bharatiya 
Mazdoor Sangh. Moreover, the said trade union has no 
right to espouse any cause or claim of the said workmen 
under any provisions of law. The subject matter in the 
“schedule” of the reference also is not covered by the 
Third Schedule of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 

That the management under a very peculiar and 
unwarranted situation had the requirements of some 
manpower for security reasons to engage as security 
guards for the Divisional Office, Silchar ofthe management. 
There being an order of ban imposed by the competent 
authority restricting the recruitment of any kind of class III 
and IV posts, the management was not in a position to go 
for direct and regular recruitment of any such security 
guards/watchman although there was a need such 


personnel due to the prevailing situations and crimes in 
the form of insurgency burglary, dacoity, theft, extortion, 
killing etc. As a result, the management, as a matter of 
policy, decided to find out the ways and means to tide over 
the situation temporarily by engaging such persons through 
some agency or contractor on contractual basis. The 
management could come to know that under such similar 
situations some Central Govt, departments, namely the 
Deptt, of Telecommunications, ONGC were already 
engaging such security guards and other personnel as 
security guards in their departments. The said departments 
have borrowed such services from the Cacher Ex- 
serviceman Association, a registered organisation 
established for such purpose. These type of personnel are 
lent by the said association in such department on the 
terms and conditions regulated by a contract for such 
services. The management had an initial verbal discussion 
and wanted to know about the terms and conditions of 
contract for services and also the proof of deployment of 
such personnel in other Central Govt, departments if there 
was any. In response to the said verbal query, the Cachar 
Ex-serviceman Association wrote to the management vide 
their letter No. CESA. 047151 dc 12-6-2000 and submitted 
their offer stating therein the terms and conditions of the 
deployment of such security guards to the management. 

On receipt of the said letter dt. 12-6-2000, the 
management accepted the said offer of the said Cacher Ex- 
servicemen Association communicated by the letter 
dt. 12-6-2000 and accordingly requested the said Cacher 
Ex-servicemen Association to deploy 3 security guards 
without arms to be placed for security in the Divisional 
office building at Silchar. This was communicated to the 
said association vide letter No. DM S/196 dt. 26-6-2000 
addressed to the General Secretary of the said association. 

As per requirement of the management which was 
communicated vide letter dt. 26-6-2000, the said association 
deployed 3 security guards . in the said premise of the 
management with effect from 1 -7-2000. The names^nd Bio¬ 
data duly certified by the General Secretary of the said 
association were communicated to the management vide 
association’s letter No. CESA :047173 dt. 26-6-2000. The 
names of the security guards so deployed are as follows : 

1. Ex. No. 14525216 NK. Tarun Kumar Sinha 

2. Ex. No. 14549862 NK. Krishna Babu Sinha 

3. Ex No. 77713 !4YNK.Bimal Kumar Sinha 

Accordingly, the said association continued to 
deploy the security guards to the management and the 
management also in performance of contract and 
considering the services rendered by the said association 
by deploying security guards, made the payment of Bills 
raised by the said association in terms of the contract 
falling due every month with effect from the month of July 
2000 to February 200^. The total amount is being drawn 
and paid through a singly cheque in every month in favour 
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of the General Secretary of the said association. The 
secretary of the said association after encashing the 
cheque makes the payment on behalf of the association to 
the respective security guards deployed with the 
management. The management entered into the contract 
with the said association for a “contract for services” of 
security guards and such contract was not a “contract of 
service” relating to the said security guards. The contract 
between the said association and the management is a 
valid and legal one and there is no illegality or infirmity in 
the said agreement. 

That the management only borrowed the services of 
security guards from the said association against 
consideration on contract and the management had nothing 
to do with as to who, how and when would be engaged as 
security guards by the said association with thj 
management. The control, management, deployment, 
withdrawal from deployment, matter of discipline, etc. were 
all managed by the said association. As the said 
association was the authority to regulate all such affairs, 
the management, therefore, was never an employer of the 
said security guards within the meaning of any provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The said association 
deployed initially 3 security guards, namely, Tarun Kumar 
Sinha, Krishna Babu Sinha and Bimal Kumar Sinha. But 
subsequently, one Bidyut Kanti Nath was deployed in place 
of Bimal Kumar Sinha, who was not willing to continue in 
such security duty. This was done and communicated by 
the said association to the management vide their letter 
CESA. 047028 dt. 1-3-2001. The said association also 
deployed another security guard namely, Samerjit Sinha in 
place of Bidyut Kanti Nath, who was withdrawn by the 
sajd association on disciplinary gounds. 

The management has prayed for an award in it 
favour. 

Let me now examine as to whether the Silchar Division 
Insurance Workers’ Organisation (BMS) has the authority 
to espouse the case of the workmen in this reference. MW 1, 
Shri Alok Chakravarty, A.O. LICI Silchar Division office 
stated in his evidence that after construction of New 
Divisional office at Meherpur, the Divisional Manager 
decided to engage some security guards in the office and 
in this connection contacted the Cachar Ex-servicemen 
Association for deployment of some (3 Nos.) of security 
guards. The said agency submitted a written proposal on 
12-6-2000 laying down certain terms and conditions for 
deployment of security guards. Ext. 3 is the said proposal. 
The LICI accepted the said terms and conditions and 
informed the agency about acceptance by a letter dt. 
26-6-2000. Ext. 4 is the said letter. The agency also agreed to 
deploy the security guards and deployed three security 
guards w.e.f. 1-7-2000. This was communicated vide Ext. I. 
The payments of the Security guards were made as per the 
bills prepared by the Cachar Ex-servicemen Association. 
Ext. 2 are some of such bills prepared by the Agency. Exts. 


2(1) and 2(2) are some of the proof of such payments by a 
single cheque Ext. 5 is a letter of deployment of security 
guard Sri B. K. Nath. Ext. 6 is the letter of deployment of 
S. J. Sinha. On 1-9-2004 the Agency informed the LICI that 
it was going to witndraw B. K. Sinha and T. K. Sinha but 
the Agency did not withdraw them. Then on 3- 9-2004 the 
Agency informed the LICI that it would withdraw all the 
security guards, and accordingly did so. The agreement 
between the LICI and the Agency was terminated. This 
witness stated that the security guards were the employees 
ofthe Cacher Ex-servicemen Association. They were never 
the employees ofthe LICI. The Agency made a clarification 
to the LICI: that the security guards were the members of 
the Cacher Ex-servicemen Association. Ext. 7 is the said 
letter. The Agency also informed that LICI that the security 
guards in question cannot be the member of any Trade 
Union so long they are members of the Agency. Ext. 8 is 
the petition filed before the RLC by the General Secy, of the 
SDIWO (BMS) Silchar. Ext. 9 is the notice to the LICI. Ext. 
10 is the written statement of the LICI. This witness deposed 
that the workmen were never the member of the BMS and 
therefore the BMS cannot espouse this case. 

WW No. 1 Sri Tarun Kumar Sinha who is a workman 
of this reference deposed that he joined on 1-7-2000 as a 
watchmen at the Divisional office of LICI Silchar. He 
deposed that he was verbally appointed by the Divisional 
Manager. The post was a regular post. This witness stated 
that his salary Rs. 3050/- was paid by the Ex-servicemen 
Association. According to him his salary was Rs. 4208/- 
and when he raised objection in this regard the Divisional 
Manager threatened to discharge him. He then lodged his 
complaint with Silchar Divisional Insurance Workers’ 
Union who took up the matter with the LICI. 

This witness admitted in his cross-examination that 
he was not given any appointment letter on 1-7-2000. But 
he stated that he was given an appointment letter after one 
month thereof. But the said appointment letter is not 
available with him. He stated that the appointment letter of 
given to the President of SDIWO (BMS) Silchar. Further he 
admitted in his cross-examination that before joining in the 
LICI he served the Indian Army for 18 years. This witness 
further admitted in his cross-examination that he cannot 
say under what circumstances his salary was paid by the 
Cacher. Ex-servicemen Association. He further admitted 
that vide Ext. 1 his signature and Biodatas were forwarded 
after attestation to the LICI. Ext. 1 (1) is the signature of the 
Secy, of the Cacher Ex-servicemen Association. Ext. 1 (2) 
are his Bio-datas. Ext. 1(3) is his signature. Ext. 1 (2) mentions 
about his deployment as security guards Ext. 2 is a bill of 
salary of the security guards submitted by the Cachar Ex- 
servicemen Association. Ext. 2 is a payment voucher. Ext 2 (2) 
is the forwarding letter. This witness admitted that salary 
bills of the security guards are being prepared by the Ex- 
servicemen Association. This witness stated that the 
security guards are the members of the SDIWO w.e.f. 

15-10-2000 and they pay membership fee. 
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Now from the evidence discussed above it can be 
seen that the workmen in question were not the employees 
of the LICI. They were the members of the Cachar Ex- 
servicemen Association and they were deployed by the 
Association at the Divisional office of the LICI on 
contractual basis. The documents proved by the MW1 in 
support of the case of the LICI are sufficient to prove this 
fact. Since, the workmen were never the employees of the 
LICI, they cannot be the members of the Silchar Divisional 
Insurance Workers Organisation (SDI WO). Their claim as 
member of this Organisation is a fake claim which remained 
to be substantiated. This being the position, the SDIWO 
has no right to espouse the case of the workmen. 

Being so situated, let me examine as to whether the 
case of the workmen comes under the preview of the Section 
2-A of the I.D. Act, 1947 or not. If the case of the workmen 
does not come under the perview of the Section 2-A of the 
I.D. Act, the reference in hand shall not be maintainable. 
Section 2-A of the Act envisages that the individual cases 
of the workmen can be treated as Industrial Dispute only if 
such disputes relates to discharge, dismissal, retrenchment 
or termination of the workmen. If the case of an individual 
workman does not come within the four comers of these 
provisions, in that event the dispute cannot be treated as 
an Industrial Dispute and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
in such matter. 

Moreover, the Third Schedule of the I.D. Act does 
not cover the case of the workmen and therefore this 
Tribunal cannot adjudicate upon the dispute in question. 

Be that as it may, let me clarify something relevant to 
the case in hand and similar cases. To claim regularisation 
in an establishment by some casual or temporary workmen, 
the workmen must prove a jural relationship between the 
workmen and the establishment. Here in the case in hand, 
the workmen were deployed by the Cacher Ex-servicemen 
Association on contract basis for certain period. The 
workmen were paid by the Association who used to prepare 
bills and accepted the payments by cross-cheques. This 
fact is proved beyond any doubt by the Management. The 
workmen failed to prove that there was any jural relationship 
between the workmen and the Management of the LICI. 

I have heard the arguments of the learned counsel 
for the Management. The learned counsel for the workmen 
remained absent on several dates. So he could not be heard. 

The learned counsel for the Management mainly 
argued on the line that this reference is not at all 
maintainable as the workmen are not the members of the 
Silchar Divisional Insurance Workers Organisation and the 
said organisation has no right to espouse this case. 

The other main point of argument was that there is 
no jural relationship between the workmen and the 
Management of the LICI. 

The learned counsel further argued that the workmen 
were never directly employed by the LICI. Neither the 


workmen were directly paid by the management. They 
were simply contractual workers. 

The Trade Union which has represented this case 
has no right to espouse this dispute and the Trade Union 
has raised a dispute which is not tenable in law. 

I have considered the materials on the record and 
the arguments of the learned counsel for the management 
and I am constrained to hold that the demand of the Silchar 
Division Insurance Workers’ Organisation (BMS) is not 
at all fair, just and legal. This reference, therefore, fails. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

Given under my hand and seal on his the 2nd day of 
June, 2006. 

B. BORA, Presiding Officer 
9 sprer 2006 

3584 -3^1*1+ 1947 (1947 

33 14) 3ft m\ 
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[7T. T^-1201 l/104/1999-^3TR(3t. II)] 
7ft. tptphttt, 3T3TTTf33 
New Delhi, the 9th August, 2006 

S.O. 3584.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (J4 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Punjab 
National Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 8-8-2006. 

[No. Lr\ 2011/104/1999-IR(B-II)] 
C. GANG ADHARAN, Under Secy. 
\NNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL: PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I.D. NO. 2/2000 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Nanu Ram, Through 

Punjab National Bank Employees Union, 

State Vice President, PNBEU (UO), 

Param Dham Vishnu Dham Colony, 

NewMadavNagar, 

Saharanpur (UP) 

...Workman 
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Versus 

The Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Regional Office, 

Church Compound, 

BhajoriaRoad, Saharanpur 

(U.P.)247001. ...Management 

APPEARANCES 

None for the workman. 

Shri Jasmer Singh Manager H.R.D. P.N.B., 

Regional Office, Saharanpur along with 
Shri RX.Singhal, Officer H.R.D. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour vide its order No. L-12011/104/99/1.R,(B»II) dated 
23-12-1999 has referred die following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank, Regional Office, Saharanpur in 
denying the one priority mark to the workman on 
acquiring Ifrg iptepnediate qualification in Commerce 
is just fair and legal? If hot, what relief the workman 
is entitled and from what date?” 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are 
that the workman Shri Nanu Ram is a permanent employee 
of the bank, is working as clerk-cum-cashier I/C at branch 
office R.P.S. Depot Saharanpur. He appeared in Inter 
Commerce examination of U.P. Board in 1982 after getting 
prior permission from the Bank. The U.P. Board declared as 
passed in its result and issued a mark sheet No. D56088 to 
Shri Nanu Ram and also issued a certificate No. 143879 in 
which it is clearly certified that he has passed the said 
examination. The workman Nanu Ram requested the 
Regional Manager to sanction him one priority mark of 
Inter Commerce for which he is entitled as per settlement 2/73, 
dated 16-6-1973 arrived at between the workman Union 
and the management of the bank and the management of 
Bank has denied to sanction on priority Mark to Shri Nanu 
Ram. The management of the bank has no right to supersede 
the decision of the U.P. Board, who issued the certificate 
and mark-sheet as passed in result of Inter Commerce. The 
action of the management is also against clause ‘3’ of 
settlement 2/73 dated 16-6-73. It is therefore prayed to hold 
the action of management of PNB as illegal and unjustified 
and in consequence thereof to grant the following reliefs. 

(A) A1 low the workman one priority marks of Inter 
Commerce qualificatipfi from January, J 983. 

(B) Any other relief/reliefs that this Tribunal may 
deem fit, proper and expedient in the facts and 
circumstances of the instant dispute. 

3. Management filed written statement raising 
preliminary objection that the dispute has not been duly 
and validly espoused by the said Union and has not filed 


any document to indicate that the office-bearer of the said 
union is authorized to raise the alleged dispute. As such 
the dispute cannot be termed as industrial dispute in terms 
of Section 2(k) of the I.D. Act, 1947. It is also submitted 
that the president of the Union is not authorized to raise 
the dispute before the authorities under the provisions of 
the I.D. Act in terms of the constitution of the said union 
and for this reason also the dispute is not maintainable. It 
is alleged that a candidate fulfilling the following three 
conditions becomes eligible for one priority mark admissible 
for commerce qualifications:— 

(a) who has passed all the papers of commerce. 

(b) Who is entitled to certificate for Inter 
Commerce. 

(c) Who is also eligible to seek admission to B.Com. 

4. It is alleged that the workman failed in the paper of 
Banking and passed only two papers of commerce out of 
three so he is not eligible for grant of one priority mark in 
terms of the bank's rules referred to above at para 2 . 

5. On merits it is not admitted that Nanu Ram was 
declared pass in all subjects. It is submitted that request of 
the workman has been considered by the competent 
authority and it was found that he is not eligible for grant 
of one priority mark as he failed in the paper of banking and 
passed only two papers out of three papers of commerce. 
It is .therefore prayed that the dispute may be answered 
accordingly. 

6 . Written statement was followed by rejoinder 
wherein the facts contained in the claim statement were 
reiterated to be correct and controverted facts of the written 
statement were refuted. 

7. Thereafter the workman filed his affidavit in 
evidence and was cross-examined on 12-7-2005 and 
workman evidence was closed and case was adjourned to 
17-10-2005 for management evidence. Perusal of the record 
shows that the workman last appeared in this case on 
12-7-2005 and thereafter on the subsequent hearings on 
17-10-2005,8-12-2005,13-2-2006, 8-5-2006 and today on 
1 -8-2006 none appeared for the workman. Management filed 
affidavit of management witness on 13-2-2006 and for cross 
of management witness case was adjourned to 8-5-2006. 
On 8-5-2006 none appeared for the workman and case was 
adjourned to 1-8-2006 i.e. today. Today also none is present 
for the workman. It appears that the workman is not 
interested in the prosecution of this case. Hence No dispute 
award is passed. File be consigned to record room. 

S. S. BAL, Presiding Officer 
10 3PP<T, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3585 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 874/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Kendriya Vidyalaya, Hissar and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 


[No. L-42012/100/95-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR, COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

SHRI KULDIP.SINGH: Presiding Officer 

Case No. l.D. No. 874/2005 
Registered on 21 -10-2005 
Date of Decision 6-12-2005 

Shri Vijinder Singh S/o Shamlal 
R/o Village and Post Satrod Kala, 

Distt. Hissar- 125001 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

Principal Kendriya Vidyalay, 

Hissar Cantt. 125001 

....Respondent 


APPEARANCES 


For the Workman Mr. I. S. Sidhu, 

Advocate. 

For the Management : Mr. J. S. Rana, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 


The following reference was made by the Govt, of 
India for the adjudication of this Tribunal vide their 
reference No. L-42012/100/95 dated 30th May, 1996: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Kendriya 
Vidyalay Hissar Cantt. in terminating the services of 
Shri Vijinder Singh is just, fair and legal? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties. 
The parties appeared through their Counsel. The workman 
filed the Claim Petition to which the Management filed the 
Written Statement. In support of his claim the workman 
filed his affidavit and the Management filed the affidavits 


of their witnesses, namely N.C Kocchar, P.L. Bansal and 
Bhupinder Kaur. However, they examined only P.L. Bansal, 
in support of their claim. The workman came in the 
witness box and proved his affidavit on 9th Jan., 2004. 
He also faced the questions of the Management in cross- 
examination. 

The claim of the workman is that he was appointed 
as Peon on 9th Sep., 1991, on daily wages but was paid 
wages on monthly basis; that he served the Management 
upto 21st Sep., 1992 although the Management did not 
allow him to mark the presence after 17th Sep., 1992. Since 
after that day the Management also did not allow him to 
enter the premises of the Management and his identity 
card was also taken back by the CMP (Camp Military Police); 
that during the period he served the Management, his 
performance was to the satisfaction of the Management. 
However, the Management terminated his services without 
any charge sheet, inquiry and thus his termination from 
service was in violation of provisions of Industrial Disputes 
Act; that since the day of his termination, despite his best 
efforts, he has not been able to get work and is unemployed 
till date fully depending upon his parents. The workman 
has prayed for setting aside the order of termination of his 
services, reinstatement on the job he was working, with 
continuity of service and back wages. He has also prayed 
for any other relief which this Tribunal finds proper. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman by taking preliminary objection to the 
maintainability of the Claim Petition. It is stated by them 
that the petition is not maintainable since it has been filed 
against the law and facts. The workman has no locus standi 
nor he has any cause of action to maintain this petition, 
which is also against the principles of natural justice as the 
workman has concealed the true facts from the Court. The 
petition is also bad having been based on wrong facts with 
mala fide and for the reason that neither the petitioner is a 
workman nor the Management is an industry. There is also 
no relationship of employee and employer between the 
parties; and that the workman was engaged on daily wages 
on need basis. 

In reply to the claim of the workman made in the 
Claim Petition, it is stated by the Management that the 
facts given by the workman, in paras 1 to 6, are false; hence 
denied. Their part of story is that the workman was engaged 
on daily wages as per the need of the work and before 
recruiting him neither any interview was held nor there was 
any proper selection. There was also no regular job against 
which he could be appointed. Admitting that the workman 
had served the Management upto 17th Sep., 1992 they 
have stated that since there was no exigency of work, 
therefore, the workman was not engaged w.e.f. 18th Sep., 1992. 
There was no question of terminating his services. 
Contesting that the work of the workman was satisfactory 
it is stated by them that the Management did not violate 
the provisions of law and the principles of natural justice. 
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Since there was no appointment nor any termination, 
therefore, there was no necessity to charge sheet the 
workman or an inquiry against him. They have prayed 

for dismissing the claim of the workman with costs. 

From the pleadings of the parties it is proved that the 
workman had served the Management from 9th Sep., 1991 
till 17th Sep., 1992. Thus he served the Management 
continuously for one year and 8 days plus and this further 
proves that on the day of disengagement of the workman, 
on 17th Sep., 1992, he had put in more than 240 days 
continuous service preceding the date of termination of 
his services. Management examined Shri P.L Bansal, the 
principal of the Management Vidyalay, as witness in the 
case. Sh. Bansal, inhis affidavit, which he proved as correct 
and which has been exhibited as M-l, he stated that the 
engagement of the workman was irregular since neither 
any applications were called from General Public nor 
through employment exchange. Reiterating the facts stated 
in the Written Statement, he further stated that since the 
workman was engaged on daily wages, therefore, he did 
not fall in the category of workman. It is further stated by 
him that the employment of the workman was not done 
after an open competition, therefore, he is not entitled to 
any relief of reinstatement. When cross-examined further 
he denied that his affidavit is beyond the pleadings. He 
admitted that his affidavit was prepared on his instructions. 

We find that the defence of the Management is to 
the claim of the workman is purely on the basis of pay that 
neither the petitioner is a workman nor the Management is 
an industry, therefore, the claim of the workman is not 
maintainable; the workman was engaged on day to day 
need basis and was not recruited after open competition 
having been recommended by the employment exchange. 
His appointment was thus irregular and he had no right to 
claim reinstatement; see that there was no order of 
appointment of the workman nor any termination order, 
was given to him, therefore, there was no question of giving 
him any charge sheet or holding any inquiry against him. 
The position is very clear that the workman was not given 
any notice, before the termination of his services. He was 
also not paid termination compensation nor a notice was 
given to the appropriate govt, about the proposed 
termination of the workman. The Management, therefore, 
clearly violated the provisions of Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, hereinafter to be referred as “Act”, as 
it is admitted by the Management that the workman had 
served them continuously from 9-9-1991 to 17th Sep., 1992, 
that is, for more than 240 days continuously preceding the 
date of his disengagement from service. 

The Management has not shown as to how the 
petitioner is not a workman and how they are not an Industry. 
The law is now settled that in order to be a workman a 
person need not to be employed in a substantial capacity 
or on a temporary basis, in the first instance. In other words, 


every person employed in an industry, irrespective of his 
status* be it temporary, permanent or on a probationer, would 
be a workman as has been held by the Karnataka High 
Court in the case of Hutchiath V/s. Karnataka State 
Corporation (19931 LLJ 30). The Hon’ble High Courts of 
Gujarat and Rajasthan in the cases of [1984 (2) LLJ 75] and 
[1989 (2) LLJ 289] have defined as to what workman is. 
Sec.2 (S) of the Act clearly defines that a person employed 
in an industry to do any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, 
operational, clerical or supervisory work for higher or reward 
whether the terms of employment is express or implied and 
for the purpose of any proceeding under the Act, in relation 
to an Industrial Dispute, includes any person who has 
been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection 
with, or as a consequence of that dispute, or whose 
dismissal, discharge, retrenchment has led to the dispute. 

The Management has claimed that they are not an 
industry. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has defined die word 
“industry” in the case of Bangalore Water Supply and 
Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajapaa, reported as 1978 LAB IC 
778. They have held that where there is a systematic activity, 
organized by co-operation between the employer and 
employee, for the production and/or distribution of goods 
and services calculated to satisfy human wants and wishes, 
prima facia there is an industry. Their lordships have further 
held that if the three test listed above are fulfilled even in 
the case of professions, clubs, education institution, 
cooperative and research institutes, charitable project and 
other kindred adventures, they fall in the category of 
industry. In the present case the Management has not 
shown as to how they are not an industry. It should not be 
presumed, but their case, at the best, can be that they 
being an educational institution did not fall in the category 
industry. 

In view of the discussion made above their plea in 
this regard does not hold good and is rejected. In view of 
the discussion made above I am of the opinion that the 
action of the Management of Kendriya Vidaylay, Hissar 
Cantt. in terminating the services of Shri Vijinder Singh 
was not just, fair and legal. Therefore, the termination of 
workman is set aside. He is treated to be in service as if 
there was no order of his termination passed by the 
Management. He is entitled to ail service benefits including 
back wages. But keeping in view the fact that the workman 
must have earned at least to feed his family he will be 
entitled to 50% of the wages. The Management is directed 
to take him back in service immediately and pay him back 
wages within three months from today failing,which the 
workman shall also be entitled for interest on the amount 
due at the rate of 9% p.a. The award is passed against the 
Management. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and die file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3586.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1158/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Military Farm and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 10-8- 
2006. 

[No. L-14012/14/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

SHR1KULDIP SINGH: Presiding Officer 
CASENo.I.D. No. 1158/2005 
Registered on 26-9-2005 
Date of Decision 2-8-2006. 

Shri Swaran Singh S/o Shri Mehar Singh C/o Shri B. R. 

Parbhakar, 63-C, Kailash Nagar, Model Town, Ambaia 
(Haryana) 

Petitioner 

Versus 

Office Incharge, Military Farm, Ambaia Cantt. 

(Haryana)-133001 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : K.K. Thakur, Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. It has been 
taken note of in the order dated 8th Dec., 2005, that .the 
workman was issued notices more than once and the same 
were received back with the report that the workman could 
not be served. This fact was also taken note of that the 
workman was issued notices through his representative 
Shri B. R Prabhakar, on his address in Model Town, Ambaia. 
Shri Prabhakar was appearing as representative of other 


workman also and in those cases it was reported that 
Shri Prabhakar has died. Shri Dhani Ram who later on 
appeared as representative of the workman also expired. 
On record there is no other address on which the workman 
could be served, As per the record of this file the workman 
himself never appeared in this case in person accept when 
the case was to be listed for consideration in the Lok Adalat. 
It is in these circumstances that the case is being considered 
in the absence of the workman. 

The Govt, of India desired of this Tribunal to 
adjudicate upon whether the action of the Officer Incharge, 
Military Farm, Ambaia Cantt. in terminating the services of 
Shri Swaran Singh w.e.f. 16th Oct., 1997 was just and legal? 
If not, to what relief the workman was entitled to. 
Supplementing the reference the workman ciaiiiicu thSt !? e 
was employed as daily wager by the Management on 
10th Dec., 1993 and he served them up to 15th Oct., 1997 
continuously; that the Management abruptly terminated 
his services on 16th Oct., 1997 without assigning any 
reason and without following the provisions of Industrial 
Dispute Act. He was neither given any notice nor 
compensation before terminating his services. The 
Management retained his juniors in service and also made 
fresh recruitments after his disengagement. He prayed for 
declaring termination of his services bad in law and for a 
relief of reinstatement alongwith benefits of continuity of 
service and back wages. He filed his affidavit in support of 
his claim. 

The Management opposed the claim of the workman 
stating that the workman had left the job at his own in 1997 
and was not retrenched by them and since the workman 
had left the job himself, therefore, there was no question of 
paying him the compensation. It is further their claim that 
the workman has come to the Tribunal after 3 years. 
Therefore, his petition is not maintainable. Denying the 
claim made in the petition it is stated by them that since the 
workman had himself left the job, therefore, he has no 
ground to maintain the present petition. Thus the 
Management has categorically denied the claim made by 
the workman. 

Thus I find that except the pleadings of the parties, 
there is no evidence to support the claim of the workman 
except his own affidavit which cannot be considered for 
the reason that the facts therein have been denied by the 
Management. Secondly the workman has not come in the 
witness box to face the cross examination by the 
Management so as to add weightage to it. Rather I find 
that the workman has failed to produce any evidence to 
show that his services were terminated by the Management 
on 16th Oct., 1997, in violation of provisions of Industrial 
Dispute Act and the principles of natural justice. Since 
there is no evidence in support of the claim of the workman, 
therefore, I do not find any reason to hold that the services 
of the workman were terminated by the Management on 
16th Oct., 1997; and that the said action of the Management 
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was unjust and legal. The award is passed against the 
workman holding that the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Govt, for necessary action and file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
-T* , 10 3FTRT 2006 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3587,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Golden Lion Canteen and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-14012/36/2004-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-O, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

CASE No.I. D.No. 53/2004 

Registered on: 30-11-2004 
Date of Decision: 28-07-2006 

Uttam Kumar Biswas, H. No. 2, Lucky Complex, Anand 
Nagar, ‘B’ P. O. Boh, Ambala <£antt. 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The.Manager, Golden Lion Canteen, 6, K.E. Lines, 
Ambala Caritt. 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE: 

Forthe Workman : Balbir Singh Saini, 

AR. 

For the Management C. M. Sharma, 

Advocate 


AWARD 

Vide their notification No.L-14012/3 6/2004- 
lR(DU)dated 8 th November, 2004, the Govt of India referred 
the following matter for the adjudication of this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Golden 
Lion Canteen, Ambala Cantt. in terminating the 
services of Shri Uttam Kumar Biswas, Ex-Salesmah, 
w.e.f. 28-2-2003 even without providing the ample 
opportunity to defend his case and inflicting 
disproportionate punishment of removal from service 
on him is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
and the workman appeared through representative whereas 
the Management appeared through Counsel as well as 
representative. The workman filed the claim petition tc 
which the Management filed the reply. The workman 
supported his claim petition with his affidavit. He also filed 
the rejoinder to the Written Statement of the Management. 
The Management filed the affidavit of their witness. They 
also produced photocopies of the inquiry report and other 
documents related to the inquiry. Both the workman as 
well as the witness of the Management also came in the 
witness box and they were cross-examined by the opposite 
side. The representatives of the parties argued in the matter. 

I have gone through the file and have also 
considered the submissions made by the parties. The claim 
of the workman is that he was employed by the 
Management as Salesman on 8 th November, 2000 and his 
services were terminated on 27th February, 2003, on the 
ground that the workman, in his capacity, as Group Incharge 
liquor stores, was found having allowed the sale of 12 
bottles of whisky. Royal Challenge, to unauthorized person 
and thereby was guilty of misconduct. Giving the detail of 
the order of his termination and the provisions related to 
the sales of goods etc. the workman further stated that his 
termination was bad in law, unjust and improper, as the 
Management failed to observe the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act and other laws. They also did not follow thq 
principles of natural justice. The workman has prayed for 
declaring the termination of his services as illegal and he 
may be given the relief of reinstatement in service with full 
back wages and all other benefits of service as if there were 
no orders of his termination. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman on a number of grounds. It is their preliminary 
objection that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to answer 
the reference as neither the petitioner is a workman nor the 
Management is an industry, therefore, the Management is 
not a subject of Industrial Disputes Act. That the workman 
has not arrayed the necessary parties to the dispute, 
therefore, the petition is not maintainable; that since the 
workman himself confessed, in writing, on 17th December, 
2002 his guilt, therefore, he cannot now challenge it; that 
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the workman has concealed material facts and also there is 
no cause of action with him to maintain this petition; hence 
the petition is not maintainable. 

On merits it is the claim of the Management that the 
services of the workman were terminated after conducting 
a disciplinary inquiry against him and the final order of 
termination was passed by the Managing Director; that 
during the inquiry the workman was provided with list of 
witnesses and documents. He was informed of the 
appointment of inquiiy officer and was also provided with 
assistance to defend himself; that after holding the inquiry, 
in accordance with rules and procedures, the Inquiry Officer 
submitted the report where upon the punishing authority 
issued a notice to the workman and also provided a copy 
of the Inquiiy Report to him and gave him the chance to 
explain his position. The workman was also given personal 
hearing by the punishing authority. The workman confessed 
his guilt before the punishing authority. After taking into 
consideration the inquiry report, the confessional statement 
of the workman, the punishing authority passed the order 
of his termination from his service. Defending the order of 
termination the Management has stated that the order is 
legal, just and proper and is based upon the confessional 
statement of the workman; that since the workman had 
allowed the sale of liquor to unauthorized person, therefore, 
the Management lost faith in him and he was discharged 
from service; that though the workman had confessed his 
guilt therefore, there was no necessity of holding a domestic 
inquiry still the Management following the principles of 
natural justice, held a detailed inquiry in the matter and 
provided full opportunity to the workman to defend himself. 
The charges against the workman were fully proved in the 
domestic inquiiy and thereafter, the order of his termination 
was passed by the competent authority. For these reasons 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

As per the case of the Management, the workman 
was charged with the serious lapse in the terms that he 
being group incharge liquor store allowed unauthorized 
sale of 12 bottles of whisky Royal Challenge at the rate of 
200 per bottle against the CSD rate of 184, through NK 
Niranjan Singh, Care-taker, to a civilian named Pardeep 
Bhardwaj, who was not authorized to purchase the CSD 
stores. It is further their case that during the inquiry 
conducted by Lt. Col. B. K. Mathur, the workman was fouid 
guilty of the charges levelled against him. Therefore, he 
was issued a notice to show cause as to why the 
punishment proposed be not awarded to him. The workman 
was provided with a copy of the inquiry report. He was 
also given opportunity of personal interview by the 
punishing authority, where the workman pleaded guilty to 
the charge. Thereupon, the Management passed speaking 
order terminating the services of the workman. The workman 
was given full opportunity to defend himself and he did 
not raise any finger against the evidence rather he himself 
admitted the charge. It was in those circumstances that his 


services were terminated. 

I have gone through the inquiry report and evidence 
available on record. In my opinion the claim of the 
Management is not supported by their own evidence. The 
Management has placed on record document exhibit M-7 
which is the charge framed against the workman. It reads 
that on 16th Nov., 2002 it was reported that 12 bottles of 
whisky Royal Challenge were sold by N.K. Niranjan Singh 
at the rate of Rs. 200 per bottle to a civilian named Pradeep 
Bhardwaj and the workman being incharge of Liquor Group 
store should explain the sale of liquor to unauthorized 
person and without making any bill for it. The charge-sheet 
is dated 27th Nov., 2002. There is another document titled 
as statement of charges against the workman dated 
10th Dec., 2002 which also reads in the same language. 
Thus, the charge against the workman was that he being 
Group Incharge Liquor Store, allowed the sale of 12 bottles 
of whisky Royal Challenge at the rate of Rs.200 per bottle 
against the CSD rate of Rs. 184 pei* bottle through N.K. 
Niranjan Singh Care-taker, to a civilian, Pradeep Bhardwaj 
who was not authorized to purchase the CSD stores. In 
support of the statement of charges, the Management 
informed the workman that they will produce Hawaldar 
Dilip Chetri, Pradeep Bhardwaj and Capt. Bachan Ram as 
witnesses and the documents to be produced against him 
will be CMP report and liquor bills. Turning to the report of 
the CMP dated 16th Nov., 2002, we find that as per this 
report, on 15th Nov., 2002 at about 11.02 in the morning, 
Dilip Chetri found one Pradeep Bhardwaj carrying a case 
containing 12 bottles of whisky Royal Challenge and on 
inquiry it was found that N. K. Niranjan Singh, Care-taker 
who was posted in the Liquor Group Store of Golden Lion 
Canteen, Ambala, had sold whisky to said Pradeep 
Bhardwaj, without issuing any bill and charged Rs.200 per 
bottle as the cost of the liquor. This report no where 
mentions the name of U.K. Vishwas having been involved 
in any manner in the sale of the liquor. During the inquiry 
against the workman the Management examined N.K. 
Niranjan Singh, Hawldar Dilip Chetri, Capt. Bachan Ram, 
Pradeep Bhardwaj as witnesses. The statement of the 
workman U.K. Vishwas was also recorded. Hawaldar Dilip 
Chetri gave the account of sequences in which he had 
caught Pradeep Bhardwaj carrying the case containing 12 
bottles of whisky Royal Challenge and on his inquiry he 
was told that the liquor has been purchased at the rate of 
Rs. 200 per bottle. According to him Pradeep could not 
name the person who sold the liquor to him but stated that 
he can recognize the person; that he reported the matter to 
the Canteen Manager, on whose inquiry N.K. Niranjan 
Singh first refused to have sold the liquor but, later on 
admitted his fault. He was questioned by the Inquiry Officer, 
at length like the representative of the Management and 
not as an Inquiry Officer. The witness was put a direct 
question that how much U.K. Vishwas was involved in the 
sale of liquor. He was categorical that U.K Vishwas was not 
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involved. The Inquiry Officer repeated the question and 
allowed the witness to answer after going through the 
statements he had recorded on 15th Nov., 2002. Hawaldar 
Chetri answered that it was N.K. Niranjan Singh who had 
taken quota from Hawaldar Vishwas and without the 
knowledge of Hawaldar Vishwas, had given the quota to 
the civilian. Thus, we find that this Hawaldar Chetri did not 
say even a word against the workman. 

Pradeep Bhardwaj was the next witness of the 
Management who was also examined by the Enquiry Officer. 
Mr. Bhardwaj in his statement reported that since there 
was marriage function in his family he went to the Golden 
Lion Canteen and asked the liquor sales man for whisky 
Royal Challenge, who at first refused but later on agreed to 
give that and he paid Rs. 2400/- to him. While canying the 
whisky he was caught by the CMP. He was put a direct 
question whether it was Hawaldar Vishwas to whom he 
had asked for liquor. He replied in negative and stated that 
the person to whom he had asked for liquor was slightly 
healthier than the Vishwas. On a further question that 
among N.K. Niranjan Singh and Vishwas, who was the 
person to whom he had asked for liquor. He categorically 
replied that he was not Hawaldar Vishwas. Regarding 
Niranjan Singh he stated that the liquor was placed on the 
counter by a Sikh Gentleman. He further stated that the 
person who had refused first, then spoke to Niranjan Singh, 
and that person was sitting behind the counter. He further 
stated that he had paid Rs. 2400/- in the denomination of 
Rs. 100/- and 50/- and the delivery of the liquor was given 
to him by Niranajan Singh, who kept the liquor on the 
counter. The Inquiry Officer again put the question to the 
witness whether it was Hawaldar Vishwas who had given 
the liquor to him. The witness denied. Thus, we find that 
Pradeep Bhardwaj did not utter a single word against the 
workman so as to connect him with the sale of liquor. The 
repetition of questions about the involvement of Viswas 
by the Enquiry Officer shows that he was not fair and 
wanted to see that Biswas was involved. 

The Management examined the third witness Capt. 
Bachan Ram who, as per his own statement, was not a 
witness either to the sale of the liquor or its seizure. He 
came to know about the sale of liquor from the CMP. He 
admitted that Hawaldar Chetri told him that the liquor was 
given by N.K. Niranjan Singh. This witness further stated 
that on his asking, Niranjan Singh denied the sale of the 
liquor by him. When he asked Niranjan Singh in presence 
of Hawaldar Vishwas and Subedar Bal winder Singh, both 
Niranjan Singh and Hawaldar Vishwas, blamed each other. 
However, Niranjan Singh confessed his guilt. According 
to him Hawaldar Vishwas admitted that Niranjan Singh 
asked him for his quota of liquor and he had agreed for that 
he further stated that 2 bills of 6 bottles of whisky were 
issued at 11.21 hrs. The Inquiry Officer, asked Capt. Bachan 
Ram, as how much Hawaldar Vishwas was involved in the 
sale of liquor, he stated that since Hawaldar Vishwas was 


liquor store incharge, it was his responsibility about the 
happenings in the store. If by being incharge of liquor 
group, Hawaldar Vishwas had so much responsibility, then 
what was the responsibility of this witness, as Manager of 
Golden Lion Canteen. Neither this question was put to the 
witness nor the witness himself stated anything in this 
regard. It is a fact that in the institutions all the employees 
are supposed to be responsible for their conduct of the 
work, they are assigned. A supervisor can be expected to 
check not more than 10% of the transactions done by his 
subordinates. The responsibility of the supervisor comes 
only when his animous is established in the questionable 
transaction. No doubt, his failure to locate the mistake does 
not absolved him of the liability, although the punishment 
for that cannot be that harsh as of losing the job. 

In answer to the questions whether the liquor was 
given to the civilian with the knowledge of Hawaldar 
Vishwas, he stated that since Hawaldar Vishwas had told 
him that N. K. Niranjan Singh had asked for 6 bottles from 
him, thus, the Hawaldar Vishwas must have the knowledge 
about the giving away of the liquor. He admitted that no 
deficiency was found in the stock of the liquor. 

The perusal statements of these three witnesses 
clearly show that none of the witnesses spoke about the 
involvement of the workman in the alleged sale of the liquor. 
No doubt, Capt. Bachan Ram, as Manager of the Canteen 
presumed the involvement of Hawaldar Vishwas in the sale 
of the liquor to the unauthorized but on a flimsy ground, 
but that does not directly prove the involvement of the 
Hawaldar Vishwas in the sale to liquor to unauthorized on 
the rates more than the rates fixed by the CSD. Therefore, I 
do not find any evidence on record to connect the workman 
with the sale of the liquor. This also proves the unfairness 
of the Enquiry conducted. I have not found any 
confessional statement of workman on record, which the 
Management has referred in their pleadings. 

Now coming to the procedural part of the inquiry I 
find that the Management has failed to prove that they had 
followed the procedure required to be followed in holding 
the inquiry; and that of principles of natural justice. A bare 
perusal of the inquiry report shows that the Management 
did not appoint a presenting Officer in the inquiry. They 
further failed to provide opportunity to the workman to 
engage his defence representative. The manner in which 
the inquiry officer put the questions to the witnesses clearly 
suggests that he mixed up his position that of Inquiry 
Officer as well as presenting Officer. This itself shows that 
he did not follow die principles of natural justice. An inquiry 
officer though may not be a judicial officer, he is expected 
to act in a judicial manner. His conduct should not only 
show that he is impartial but his working must exhibit 
impartially. I find want of this aspect in the inquiry 
proceedings. As stated above the Enquiry Officer put the 
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same question to the witness repeatedly as if he wanted to 
see that the workman is involved in the incident. 

Management produced Lt. Col. P. C. Vohra as their 
witness who in his statement could not say whether the 
lists of witnesses had been provided to the workman or 
not, at the time of serving the charge sheets on him. He 
said the same about the list of documents, when stated 
that from the record he cannot make out whether the iist of 
documents were served upon the workman along with the 
charge sheet or not. He claimed that he had produced the 
witnesses of the Management before the inquiry officer, 
but the statement of the witnesses do not show that they 
were produced by Mr. Vohra as no questions are shown to 
have been put to the witnesses by him. Had he put the 
questions to witnesses then why the inquiry officer did 
not record the questions having been put by Mr. Vohra. He 
admitted that the Management had not produced any 
evidence to show that the seized liquor was the property 
of the Management. 

After going through the evidence available on the 
record I am of the opinion that a fair and proper inquiry was 
not conducted by the Management against the workman 
before terminating his services. I am further of the opinion 
that the Management has failed to produce any evidence 
to connect the workman with the charge framed against 
him. The Management was allowed to produce eyidence 
to show that even if the inquiry was held to be not proper 
and fair, they have sufficient evidence to show that the 
workman was involved in the incident, therefore, the 
punishment awarded to him was just and legal. The 
Management was provided full opportunity to produce 
the evidence, but they examined only one witness who 
was not directly connected with the incident and the said 
witness could not show that the workman was involved in 
the sale of alleged liquor to an unauthorized person. 

It has come in the evidence that the liquor was sold 
in the name of two official of the management who were 
ex-servicemen but there has come no evidence on record 
to shown that the)' were not entitled to buy six bottle of 
whisky each and the issue of liquor in that quantity in their 
name was illegal. It is true that the liquor was found in 
possession of an unauthorized but it is not show that the 
said liquor was handed over to the civilian, by U. K. Vishwas 
although there has come evidence that it was N. K. Niranjan 
Singh who had received the money and had given the 
liquor to Pradeep Bhardwaj, the witness in the case. 

The next plea raised by the management is that they 
are not industry, therefore, the proceeding under the 
Industrial Dispute Act could not be initiated against them. 
The question whether an establishment is an Industry fell 
for the consideration of Hon’ ble Supreme Court in the case 
of Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board V/s A. 
Rajjappa 1978 LAB IC 778. Their lordship defined as to 
what industry is. They categorically held that where there 


is systematic activity, organized by the cooperation 
between employer and employee, for the production, 
distribution of goods and services, calculated to satisfy 
the human wants and wishes, prima-facie, it is an industry. 
The authority relied upon by the Management reported as 
1972 LAB IC 776 was also considered by their lordship in 
that judgment and did not agree with the conclusions. The 
Management, in this case, has hot been able to show that 
they did not fall in the category of the establishments 
defined by the judgment of the Supreme Court as industry 
in the Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage case (supra), 
therefore their claim in this regard is rejected. 

After going through the facts and the circumstance 
of the case, I am of the opinion that management has failed 
to show that they held fair and proper inquiry against the 
workman thus the enquiry report and the punishment 
awarded in that cases is quashed. 1 am further of the opinion 
that the Management has also failed to show that the 
evidence available with them is sufficient to justify the 
punishment awarded to the workman. In my opinion the 
punishment awarded was too harsh and disproportionate. 
I am further of the opinion that the Management has failed 
to observe the provision of Sec. 25-F of the Industrial 
Dispute Act as, they did not issue notice to the workman 
before terminating his services nor paid him the salary in 
lieu of the notice period. They also did not pay him the 
termination compensation and also did not inform the 
appropriate Govt, about the proposed termination. As such 
the termination of the workman is bad in law and for this 
reason also the termination is quashed. 

Now the question comes as to what relief the 
workman is entitled to. There has come no evidence on 
record that the workman remained gainfully engaged after 
the determination of his services. There was no question 
put to him in this regard nor he himself said anything in 
this regard. In the statement of claim he however, claimed 
for full back wages and all other service benefits including 
continuity in service. As per law it was the duty of the 
workman to prove that he was not gainfully engaged from 
the date of termination of services and so he should be 
given full back wages. Since he has failed to prove this 
fact, it is presumed that he did earn during the period of 
termination of his services. However when his termination 
from service has been quashed, he deserve to be paid back 
wages, if no more, at least to supplement his expected 
earning during that period. Therefore, if allow him back 
wages to the tune of 25%. The Management is directed to 
take him back in service immediately and give him all service 
benefits which he would have got as if there was no order 
of termination ofhis service. The back wages be paid only 
to the extent of 25%. The aw ard is passed in these terms. 
Let a copy of it be sent to appropriate Govt, for necessary 
action and file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 1 Oth August, 2006 

S.O. 3588.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1004/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/465/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 
Case No. I.D.No 1004/2005 

Registered on 17-09-2005 
Date, of Decision 2-08-2006 

Shri Ashok KumarC/o Shri N. K Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : Mr. N.K Jeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No. 521 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received batk unserved. The statutory 


period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs. 100 as costs. The workman 
neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced the 
evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the Management. 
Today again neither he is present nor any of his witness is 
present. It is in these circumstances his evidence has been 
closed. 

The Government of India, vide notification No. 
L-40012/465/1999/IR(DU) dated 13th March, 2000 asked 
this Tribunal to adjudicate upon and answer whether the 
action of the General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) 
in ordering disengagement/termination of services of Shri 
Ashok Kumar, a workman, engaged through Contractor 
Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma w.e.f 1 st March, 1999 was legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from which date. 

The workman, is his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as a Peon 
in the office of GMT Hoshiarpur w.e.f 1st Dec., 1997 on a 
monthly salary of Rs. 1780/- upto 31 st Aug., 1998; that the 
Management terminated his services without any charge 
sheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained his juniors 
in service and also recruited fresh hand; that the workman 
has remained unemployed till date. He has prayed for 
setting aside the order of his termination and reinstatement 
in service with full back wages and all service benefits 
which he could have got but for the termination of his 
services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them Management had entered into a contract 
with one Ashok Kumar Sharma, to provide labour to the 
Department for performing emergency work. Thus the 
Management has no information whether the workman was 
supplied by the Contractor to the Department. According 
to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not been 
arrayed. As such, the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition it is 
stated by the Management that they had never paid any 
wages to the workman nor he was given any appointment 
letter. It is also then case that whether or not the workman 
was provided to the Telecom Department, is not in the 
knowledge ofthe Management: They have also denied the 
relationship of employee and employer between the parties. 
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They have also denied that the Management retained 
juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands as, 
according to them, the power of engagement of daily wager 
has been withdrawn by the Government. They have denied 
that the Management has violated the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of 
natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1st Dec., 1997 on a salary of 
Rs. 1780 per month as a Peon with office of GMT Hoshiarpur 
and his services were terminated by the Management on 
31st Aug., 1998, without following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The workman is, therefore, not 
entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 10 3F1RT, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3589.—In pursuance of . Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1044/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 


workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L40012/489/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNAL-CUM-LAB OUR COURT-II CHANDIGARH 

SHRI KULDIP SINGH PRESIDING OFFICER 

Case No. LD. No 1044/2005 

Registered on 19-09-2005 
Date of Decision 2-08-2006 

Shri Haibans Lai C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 MohallaHari Nagar, Lai SinghBasti 
Road Bhatinda (Punjab) 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

......Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. N.K Jeet 

For the Management Ms. Deepali Puri, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receiptNo. 512 on7th June, 2006. Itisnow 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His, 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs. 100/- as costs. The workman 
neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced the 
evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the Management. 
Today again neither he is present nor any of his witness is 
present. It is in these circumstances his evidence has been 
closed. 

The Government of India, vide notification No.L- 
40012/489/2000/IR(DU) dated 29th Dec., 2001 asked this 
Tribunal to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action 
of the General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in 
ordering disengagement/termination of services of 
Shri Haibasns Lai, a workman, engaged through Contractor 
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Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma w.e.f. 28th Feb., 1999 was legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from which date. 

The workman, in his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as a 
workman in the office of SDOP/T, Hoshiarpur w.e.f. 1 st 
Jan., 1995 on a monthly salary ofRs, 2138 upto 28th Feb., 
1999 that the Management terminated his services without 
any charge-sheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained 
his juniors in service and also recruited fresh hand; that 
the workman has remained unemployed till date. He has 
prayed for setting aside the order of his termination and 
reinstatement in service with frill back wages and all service 
benefits which he could have got but for the termination of 
his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Ashok Kumar Sharma, to provide labour 
to the Department for performing emergency work. Thus 
the Management has no information whether the workman 
was supplied by the Contractor to the Department. 
According to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not 
been arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition 
it is stated by the Management that they had never paid 
any wages to the workman nor he was given any 
appointment letter. It is also their case that whether or not 
the workman was provided to the Telecom Department, is 
not in the knowledge of the Management. They have also 
denied the relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties. They have also denied that the Management 
retained juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands 
as, according to them, the power of engagement of daily 
wager has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied 
that the Management has violated the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of 
natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1st Jan., 1995 on a salary of Rs. 2138 
per month as a workman in office of SDOP/T, Hoshiarpur 
and his services were terminated by the Management on 
28th Feb., 1999* without following the provisions of 


Industrial Disputes Act. The workman is, therefore, not 
entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ ftctyfl, 10 3TTOT, 2006 

*>T.3TT. 3590.-3foilfil<*> fi wiq 1947 (1947 
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10-8-2006 

[*. T^T-40012/485/2000-3^ 3TR(^ TJ) 1 
ftnr, 3ifVq,i(i 
New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3590. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 194T (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 1046/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/485/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL, GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

Case No. LD.No 1046/2005 

Registered on 19-09-2005 
Date of Decision 2-08-2006. 

Shri Mohinder Singh C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, 
Telecom Labour Union, 27349, Lai Singh Basti Road 
Bhatinda (Punjab) 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

...Respondent 
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APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. N.K. Jeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued, to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No. 512 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June, 2004 and it was in these circumstances 
that the workman was given another opportunity to 
produce the evidence on payment of Rs. 100 as costs. The 
workman neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced 
the evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the 
Management. Today again neither he is present nor any of 
his witness is present. It is in these circumstances his 
evidence has been closed. 

The Government of India, vide notification No. 
L-40012/485/2000/IR(DU) dated 29th Dec., 2000 asked this 
Tribunal to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action 
of the General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in 
ordering disengagement/termination of services of Shri 
Mohinder Singh, a workman engaged through Contractor 
M/s. Ram Krishan Budhram w.e.f. 28th Feb., 1999 was legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from which date. 

The workman, in his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as a 
workman in the office of SDOT, Tanda w.e.f. 1st May, 1985 
on a monthly salary of Rs. 2138 upto 28th Feb., 1999 that 
the Management terminated his services without any 
chargesheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained his 
juniors in service and also recruited fresh hand; that the 
workman has remained unemployed till date. He has prayed 
for setting aside the order of his termination and 
reinstatement in service with full back wages and all service 
benefits which he could have got but for the termination ot 
his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Ram Krishan Budhram, to provide labour 
to the Department for performing emergency work. Thus 


the Management has no information whether the workman 
was supplied by the Contractor to the Department. 
According to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not 
been arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any 
relief.-Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition 
it is stated by the Management that they had never paid 
any wages to the workman nor he was given any 
appointment letter. It is also their case that whether or not 
the workman was provided to the Telecom Department, is 
not in the knowledge of the Management. They have also 
denied the relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties. They have also denied that the Management 
retained juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands 
as, according to them, the power of engagement of daily 
wager has been withdrawn by the Government. They have 
denied that the Management has violated the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of 
natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1st May, 1985 on a salary of 
Rs. 2138 per month as a workman in office of SDOT, Tanda' 
and his services were terminated by the Management on 
28th Feb., 1999 without following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The workman is, therefore, not 
entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 10 3PTOT, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 


S.O. 3591.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 965/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between employers in relation to 
the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/28/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LAROURCOURT-n, 
CHANDIGARH 

-PRESIDING OFFICER: Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case No.LD.No 965/2005 

Registered on 15-9-2005 
Date of Decision 2-8-2006. 

Shri Kuldip Singh C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, 
Bhatinda (Punjab) 

Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. N.K. Jeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No. 514 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the woricman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
die notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in die case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence management of Rs.100/- as costs. The 
workman neither appeared on 6th June. 2006 nor produced 
the evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the 
Management. Today again neither he is present nor any of 


his witness is present. It is in these circumstances his 
evidence has been closed. 

The Government of India, vide Notification No.L- 
40012/28/2000/IR(DU) dated 30th May, 2000 asked this 
Tribunal to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action 
of the General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (PB.) in 
ordering disengagement/termination of services of Shri 
Kuldip Singfi, a workman, engaged through Contractor Shri 
Ashok Kumar Sharma w.e.f 1 st March, 1999 was legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and 
from which date. 

The workman, in his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as Cable 
Jointer in the office of SSA Hoshiarpur w.e.f 1 st Dec., 1993 
on a monthly salary of Rs. 213 8/- upto 28th Feb., 1999; that 
the Management terminated his services without any 
chargesheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained his 
juniors in service and also recruited fresh hand; that the 
workman has remained unemployed till date. He has prayed 
for setting aside the order of his termination and 
reinstatement in service with full back wages and all service 
benefits which he could have got but for the termination of 
his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Ram Krishan, to provide labour to the 
Department for performing emergency work. Thus file 
Management has no information whether the workman was 
supplied by the Contractor to the Department. According 
to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not been 
arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition it is 
stated by the Management that they had never paid any 
wages to the workman nor he was given any appointment 
letter. It is also their case that whether or not file workman 
was provided to the Telecom Department, is not in the 
knowledge of the Management. They have also denied the 
relationship of employee and employer between the parties. 
They have also denied that the Management retained - 
juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands as, 
according to them, the power of engagement of daily wager 
has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied that 
the Management has violated the provisions of industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavit cannot be considered as a piece of 
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evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavit by 
cross-examining the workman. In short I, do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1st Dec., 1993 on a salary of Rs. 
2138/- per month as a Cable Jointer with SSA Hoshiarpur 
and his services were terminated by the Management on 
28th Feb., 1999, without following the provisions of 
Industrial Dispute Act. The workman is, therefore, not 
entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case, 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

10 3RTRT 2006 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3592. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 647/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Department of Telecom and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/334/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALS UM- 
LABOUR COURT-11, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE NO.I.D.No 647/2k5. 

Registered on 24-8-2005. 

Date of Decision 31-7-2006. 

Shri Gurmail Singh C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, Mohalla Flari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, 
Bhatinda (Punjab) 

...Petitioner 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, Bhatinda 
(Punjab)-] 51001 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : G.C. Babbar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their Notification No.L- 
40012/334/99-IR(DU)) dated 27th Jan, 2000 referred the 
following dispute for the adjudication of this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of General 
Manager, Telecom, Bharinda in terminating the 
services of Sh. Gurmail Singh S/o Sh. Lora Singh is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled and from which date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties. 
The workman appeared through representative whereas 
the Management appeared through Counsel. The workman 
filed statement of claim and the Management filed their 
reply, duly supported by affidavit of their Divisional 
Engineer, Rajinder Singh. They also placed on record photo 
copies of the documents R1 to R18. The workman filed the 
affidavit of his representative and also placed on record 
some documents. He also filed his rejoinder. 

The record of the file shows that the workman stopped 
appearing in the case right from Jan., 2006. His 
representative also did not appear. Finally a notice under 
R/C was sent to him under Postal Receipt No. 2358 dated 
3 1 st March, 2006. Till 1 st May, 2006, the next date fixed in 
the case, neither the workman appeared nor the notice sent 
to him was received back unserved and the Court presumes 
that the notice was served upon the workman, but he has 
not appeared and this showed that the workman has lost 
interest in prosecuting this case. The Court further showed 
indulgence and waited for the workman till today, although 
there was no specific order in this regard. The workman is 
not present even today and that supports the conclusions 
the Court has arrived at against him. 

On record there is no evidence nor even the statement 
of the workman in support of his claim. The Management 
has categorically denied the claim made by him in the 
statement of claim. They have also placed on record 
documents including the agreement to provide the labour 
to the Management by a contractor. Thus, there is no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
engaged the workman on 1st Jan., 1993, on a salary of Rs. 
2138/- per month and he served them upto 1st March, 1999. 
There is also no evidence to show that the Management 
had terminated the services pf the workman in violation of 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act and principles of 
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natural justice. The workman is, therefore, not entitled to 
any relief. The award is passed against him holding that he 
is not entitled to any relief Let a copy of this award be sent 
to the appropriate Govt, and file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
ft^f^rft 10 ftftftT, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3593.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1002/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between employers in relation the 
management of Department of Telecom and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
10-8-2006.’ 

[No. L-40012/467/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALG CM 
LABOUR COURT-U CHANDIGARH 

SHRI KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
Case No. LD.No 1002/2005 
Registered on 16-9-2005 
Date of Decision 2-8-2006. 

Shri Sodhi Ram C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman - : Mr. N.KJeet. 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri, 

Advocate. 


AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receiptNo.520 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs. 100/- as costs. The workman 
neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced the 
evidence. He also did pot pay the cost to the Management 
Today again neither he is present nor any of his witness is 
present. It is in these circumstances his evidence has been 
closed. 

The Govt, of India, vide notification No.L-40012/ 
467/1999/TR(DU) dated 13th March, 2000 asked this Tribunal 
to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services of Shri Sodhi Ram, 
as a workman, engaged through Contractor Shri Ashok 
KumarSharmaw.e.f. IstMarch, 1999 was legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from winch 
date. 

The workman, is his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as Cable 
Jointer in the office of Telecom District, Hoshiarpur w.e.f. 
1 st Jan., 1995 on a monthly salary of Rs. 2138/- upto 28th 
Feb., 1999; that the Management terminated his services 
.without any charge sheet, inquiry' and compensation. They 
retained his juniors in service and also recruited fresh hr/ nd 
that the workman has remained unemployed till date ’ !e 
has prayed for setting aside the order of his termination 
and reinstatement in service with full back wages and all 
sendee benefits which he could have got but for. the 
termination of his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Ashok Kumar Sharma, to provide labour 
to the Department for performing emergency work Thus 
the Management has no information whether the w orkman 
was supplied by the Coritractor to the Department. 
According to them the Contractor is a party, but he lias not 
been arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. Denying all the other claims made in the Ciaim Petition 
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it is stated by the Management that they had never paid 
any wages to the workman nor he was given any 
appointment letter. It is also their case that whether or not 
the workman was provided to the Telecom Department, is 
not in the knowledge of the Management. T hey have also 
denied the relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties. They have also denied that the Management 
retained juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands 
as. according io them, the power of engagement of daily 
wager has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied 
that the Management has violated the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of 
natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but Ire 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus i Emu that the claim made by tlte 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove ins affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavi's cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test tire averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In sirort 1 do not find any 
evidence on record (o show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1st Dec., 1993 on a salary ofRs. 2138/- 
per month as a Cable Jointer with Telecom District 
Hoshiarpur and his sendees were terminated by the 
Management on 28th Feb., 1999. without following the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. The workman is, 
therefore, not entitled to any relief. 

Considering tne lacts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KlILDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
10 stttft 2006 

W.3TT 3 594. -3TT?frte 1947 ( ! 947 

14) fiTT 17 ^ E, 7TITR ^ 7EJR 

faRFT T T TTT EeTTTTT 3TR T7TJTRI T 

SFjaftT fi' PiPdT GWlf 1 19-, E TGj 9 *R=FR StWlfffib 

^TTTTcTT T II, TTTTJ ^ WTT 

964/2005) 9TlGTd TTTt t, Tt dT#! WR ^1 
10-8-2006 ^1 WpTT «TTI 

[73. TvT-40012/463/99 Hlf 33K(Tt^)] 
TjtT 6, nffin-ri 
New' Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3594.— In pursuance of Section 17 of tire 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 964/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II Chandigarh as show n in the Annexure 
in tlie Industrial Dispute between employers in relation to 
the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/463/99-IR (DU)] 

' SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II CHANDIGARH 

SHRI KULDIP SINGH. Presiding Officer 

CASE NO.LD.No 964/2k5 
Registered on 15-JI-2005 
Date of Decision 2-8-2006. 

Miss Sharanjit Kaur C/o Shri N. K. Jcet, President. 
Telecom Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai 
Singh Basti Road, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, department of Telecom. 
Hoshiarpur 



...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 


For the Workman 

Mr. N.K Jeet. 

For the Management 

: Ms. Deepali Puri, 

Advocate. 


AWARD 


The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to her to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No. 511 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but she has chosen not 
to appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. Her 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor lie was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence payment of Rs.100 as costs. The workman 
neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced the 
evidence. She also did notpay the cost to the Management. 
Today again neither she is present nor any of her witness 
is present. It is in these circumstances his evidence has 
been closed. 
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The Govt, of India, vide notification No.L-40012/463/ 
1999/IR(DU) dated 13th March, 2000 asked this Tribunal to 
adjudicate upon and answer whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services of Miss Sharanjit 
Kaur, a workman, engaged through Contractor Shri Ashok 
Kumar Sharma w.e.f 1 st March, 1999 was legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from which 
date. 

The workman, in her statement of claim, stated that 
she was engaged and she served the Management as Clerk 
in the office of TRA Branch office of GMT, Hoshiarpur 
w. e. f. 2 4th June, 1996 on a monthly salary of Rs. 213 8 /- 
upto 28th Feb., 1999; that the Management terminated her 
services without any charge sheet, inquiry and 
compensation. They retained her juniors in service and 
also recruited fresh hand; that the workman has remained 
unemployed till date. She has prayed for setting aside the 
order of her termination and reinstatement in service with 
full back wages and all service benefits which she could 
have got but for the termination of her services. 

The Management filed their replyto the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. She was neither engaged by the 
Management nor her services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Ashok Kumar Sharma, to provide labour 
to the Department for performing emergency work. Thus 
the Management has no information whether the workman 
was supplied by the Contractor to the Department. 
According to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not 
been arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition 
it is stated by the Management that they had never paid 
any wages to the workman nor she was given any 
appointment letter. It is also their case that whether or not 
the workman was provided to the Telecom Department, is 
not in the knowledge of the Management. They have also 
denied the relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties. They have also denied that the Management 
retained juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands 
as, according to them, the power of engagement of daily 
wager has been withdrawn by the Government. They have 
denied that the Management has violated the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of 
natural justice. 

The workman filed her rejoinder and affidavit but 
she did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman lias been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of her claim. So much so she herself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, her affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 


opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 24th June, 1996 on a salary of Rs.2138/- 
per month as a Clerk with TRA Branch office of GMT, 
Hoshiarpur and her services were terminated by the 
Management on 28th Feb., 1999, without following the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. The workman is, 
therefore, not entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that she has failed to prove her claim and 
that she is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this 
award be sent to the appropriate government for necessary 
action and the file be consigned to records after due 
completion. 

KULD1P SINGH, Presiding Officer 
10 3F7FT, 2006 

^T.3tT. 3595—1947 ( 1947 
14) -aft riTTT 17 ^ 4', ^ TO 

ff 3iWlP 1=^ 

ii, Wshicg ^ w (wf wn 
952/2005) ^Tt 3FFTfi?TcT Wt t, FFFFR ^ 

10-8-2006 ^Tt Wg3TT 

[R. T^cT-40012/141 /2001 ^ 3TK( \) 1 

iW, ^FF arfrFFRt 
New Delhi, the 10th August:, 2006 

S.O. 3595.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 952/ 
2005) of tic Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between employers in relation to 
the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. • 

[No. L-40012/141/2001-1R(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-n CHAND11G ARH 

SHRI KULDIP SINGH, : Presiding Officer 

CASE NO.LD.No 952/2k5 

Registered on 15-09-2005 

Date of Decision 1-08-2006. 

Shri Darvin Singh C/o Shri Madan Mohan, House No. 1212, 
Sector-22-B, Chandigarh 

- - V 

...Petitioner 


t 
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Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Amristar (Punjab) 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : Mr. N.K Jeet. 

For the Management : Mr. G. C. Babbar, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

It is on record that the workman has not appeared in 
this Court on any date fixed since the day the case was 
transferred to this Tribunal. Every effort has been made to 
serve him on the address given in the notification and then 
on the address he gave in the letter of authority, executed 
in favour of his representative Shri N.K Jeet. The summons 
sent, were received back with the report of Shri Madan 
Mohan, care of whom he had given his address, that the 
workman is not in contact with him. Shri Madan Mohan is 
a practicing Advocate in this Tribunal who even personally 
stated so. On the summons sent to him on his residential 
address of Amritsar, it is reported by the Postal Authorities 
that the workman is not available on that address. Thus 
the efforts to serve the workman have failed. On his own 
part the workman has not bothered to know 1 as to what 
happened to his case. It is in these circumstances the 
reference is being answ ered in his absence. 

The Government of India, vide theii Notification No. 
L-40012/141/2001-(IR(DU)) dated 6th Aug., 2001 desired to 
know from this Tribunal whether the action of the General 
Manager Telecom, Amritsar in terminating the sendees of 
Shri Darvin Singh S/o Shri Sunder Singh, the w orkman ,is 
just and legal If not, to what relief the w orkman is entitled 
to and from which date. The workman, on a notice of the 
notification appeared and claimed that he had served the 
Management as Security Guard in the office of DTSD 
Amritsar, on a salary of Rs. 1200/-w'.e.f. IstApril, 1996 to 
28th Feb., 1999, that the Management terminated the 
services of the workman without charge sheet, inquiry or 
compensation. They also violated the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947, hereinafter to be referred as 
"ACT” and principles of natural justice. They retained the 
juniors of the workman and also recruited fresh hands, 
without providing opportunity to the workman. He has 
prayed for setting aside the order of his termination from 
service with full benefits of continuity in service and back 
wages. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman by their Written Statement. It is their claim that 
neither the Management is an industry nor the provisions 


of the Act are applicable to them. Even otherw ise the 
w orkman was not engaged by the Management nor were 
his services terminated by them. According to them the 
Management had entered into an agreement with a 
contractor and it was the contractor who provided them 
the labour. The Management has also taken a number of 
grounds to oppose the claim of the workman, both legal 
and factual. 

The workman filed rejoinder and reiterated his claim. 
He also filed his affidavit supporting the claim made by hint 
and produced a Photostat copy of daily attendance register 
fortheyear 1998. The Management produced the affidavit 
of their SDE, Ram Gopal. However, when it came the turn of 
the parties to produce their evidence, the workman 
appeared on 23 rd March, 2005 and his part statement w as 
recorded. Thereafter, he absented from Court appearance, 
as stated above and has not turned up so far. He has also 
failed to produce any evidence in support of his claim. The 
pleadings of the parties are not proved and in this, the 
loser is the workman since he has failed to prove that the 
action of the General Manager, Telecom, Amritsar, in 
teminating his services w as not just and legal. Thus, the 
workman has failed to prove his claim, therefore, he is not 
entitled to any relief. The award is passed against hint 
holding that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of 
this award be sent to the appropriate government for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
10 SFTFcT, 2006 

W.3H. 3596—sMPlcfc f^K3Tfaf™, 1947 ( 1947 
R>T 14) ^ fcJRT 17 SVpm ^ 7R3TR TRR 

ftlRFT 7RF5 affr ^ 

4f frffe 3?ki)Pl=h fsfRK 4 7R3JR 

i. II, ^ 7R§4T 

1048/2005) wfTTcl RRcft f, 7R3TR 

10-8-2006 RTRT 137T 9 4Tl 

[7T. tRff-40012/449/2000 ^ 3TR(^t \) ] 
7^ 1%, arpFFKt 

New r Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3596.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1048/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. n, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
w orkman, wich was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/449/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOURCOURT-U, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CaseNoJ.D.No 1048/2k5 
Registered on 19-09-2005 
Date of Decision 2-08-2006. 

Shri Gurmail Singh C/o ShriN. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road Bhat'uida, (Punjab) 

Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. N.K Jeet 

For the Management Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No.508 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs. 100/- as costs. The workman 
neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced the 
evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the Management. 
Today again neither he is present nor any of his witness is 
present. It is in these circumstances his evidence has been 
closed. 

The Govt, of India, vide notification No. L-40012/ 
449/2000/lR(DU) dated 18th Jan., 2001 asked this Tribunal 
to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services of Shri Gurmail 
Singh, a workman, engaged through Contractor Messrs. 
Gurbachan Lai w.e.f. 28 th Feb., 1999 was legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from which 
date. 

The workman, is his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as a 


workman under SDOT, Hoshiarpur w.e.f. 1 st Nov., 1993 on 
a monthly salary of Rs2 138/- upto 28th Feb., 1999; that the 
Management terminated his services without any charge 
sheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained his juniors 
in service and also recruited fresh hand; that the workman 
has remained unemployed till date. He has prayed for 
setting aside the order of his termination and reinstatement 
in service with full back wages and all service benefits 
which he could have got but for the termination of his 
services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Gurbachan Lai, to provide labour to the 
Department for performing emergency work. Thus the 
Management has no information whether the workman was 
supplied by the Contractor to the Department. According 
to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not been 
arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition it is 
stated by the Management that they had never paid any 
wages to the workman nor he was given any appointment 
letter. It is also their case that whether or not the workman 
was provided to the Telecom Department, is not in the 
knowledge of the Management. They have also denied the 
relationship of employee and employer between the parties. 
They have also denied that the Management retained 
juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands as, 
according to them, the power of engagement of daily wager 
has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied that 
the Management has violated the provisions of Industrial 
Dispute Act 1947 and that of principles of natural justice. 

T*he workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new tp the faCts* hf.. staged in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the c&nhjmatjteby the 
workman has been categorically denied by ifeeMahagehient 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be v considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1 st Nov., 1993 on a salary ofRs.213 8/- 
per month as a workman under S.D.O.T, Hoshiarpur and 
his services were terminated by the Management on 28th 
Feb., 1999 Without following the provisions of Industrial 
Dispute Act. The workman is, therefore, not entitled to any 
relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
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that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

10 3PTRT, 2006 

W.37T. 3597.-4*jlfH'<*> STfafrETR, 1947 (1947 

14) RKT 17 ^ ^rR 

writ ^ tto fraNraif sfft *4 +kT 
#EJ, if firffog a fatfw ^ W TT H afnmfw 
3Tf^rpn/9R ^TTRTeTP T II, ^ W (tM TOTT 

1049/2005) y+lfvicl Wt t, # W&R ^ 

10-8-2006 ^TtTRTI^TT «JTI 

[■R. Rol-40012/447/2000-3Tlf 3TR(^t ^ s ) ] 

fw, irrr 3Tf?T3Fqfr 

New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 
S.O. 3597 —In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1049/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/447/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL, GOVT. INDUSTR1ALTRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CaseNo.l.D.No 1049/2k5 
Registered on 19-09-2005 
Date of Decision 2-08-2006. 

Shri Duljeet Singh C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road Bhatinda (Punjab) 

Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr.N.KJeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No.519 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 


but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs.l 00/- as costs. The 
workman neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced 
the evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the 
Management. Today again neither he is present nor any of 
his witness is present. It is in these circumstances his 
evidence has been closed. 

The Govt, of India, vide notification No.L-400 12/447 / 
2000/IR(DU) dated 18th Jan., 2001 asked this Tribunal to 
adjudicate upon and answer whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services of Shri Daljeet 
Singh, a workman, engaged through Contractor Messrs. 
Gurbachan Lai w.e.f. 28th Feb., 1999 was legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from which 
date. 

The workman, is his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as a 
workman under SDOT Hoshiarpur w.e.f. 1st April, 1997 on 
a monthly salary GfRs. 2 13 SI- upto'28th Feb., 1999; that the 
Management terminated his services Without any charge 
sheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained his juniors 
in sendee and also recruited fresh hand; that the workman 
has remained unemployed till date. He has prayed for 
setting aside the order of his termination and reinstatement 
in service with full back wages and all service benefits 
which he could have got but for the termination of his 
services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Gurbachan Lai, to provide labour to the 
Department for performing emergency work. Thus the 
Management has no information whether the workman was 
supplied by the Contractor to the Department. According 
to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not been 
arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition it is 
stated by the Management that they had never paid any 
wages to the workman nor he was given any appointment 
letter. It is also thei r case that whether or not the workman 
was provided to the Telecom Department, is not in the 
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knowledge of the Management. They have also denied the 
relationship of employee and employer between the parties. 
They have also denied that the Management retained 
juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands as, 
according to them, the power of engagement of daily wager 
has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied that 
the Management has violated the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947 and that of principles of natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1 st April, 1997 on a salary' of Rs2138 
per month as a workman under SDOT, Hoshiarpur and his 
services were terminated by the Management on 
,28th Feb., 1999 without following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act. The workman is, therefore, not entitled to 
any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULD1P SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 10 SriTSrt, 2006 

3598.-3MftTO feK Slfafwr, 1947 0 947 
14) mn 17 ^ tNttc 

^ II, ^ W (eM 

1047/2005) ^ f, ^fl ^ 

10-8-2006 °Ft *TM 

[7?. ^-40012/451/2000 3# 37R(^t ] 

New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3598.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1047/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No.-ll Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between empoyers in relation to 
the management of Department of Telecom and their 


workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/451/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL, GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE NO.l.D.No 1047/2K5 
REGISTERED ON 19-09-2005 
DATE OF DECISION 2-08-2006. 

Shri Surinder Pal C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : Mr. N.K Jeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No.517 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 
2nd Aug., 2006 but neither the workman has appeared nor 
the R/C carrying the notice, has been received back 
unserved. The statutory period is over. This gives rise to 
the presumption that the workman has received the notice, 
but he has chosen not to appear in the case. The record of 
the file shows that the workman never appeared in this 
Court in person. His representative has also stopped 
appearing in the case and he too is not present today nor 
he was present on the last date of hearing. The record of 
the file speaks that the workman was given opportunities 
to produce the evidence right from June, 2004 and it was in 
these circumstances that the workman was given another 
opportunity to produce the evidence on payment of 
Rs.100 as costs. The workman neither appeared on 
6th June, 2006 nor produced the evidence. He also did not 
pay the cost to the Management. Today again neither he is 
present nor any of his witness is present. It is in these 
circumstances his evidence has been closed. 

The Govt, of India,* vide notification No. L-40012/ 
45 l/2000/lR(DU) dated 18th Jan., 2001 asked this Tribunal 
to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Punjab) in ordering 


2538 G1/06-35 
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disengagement/termination of services of Shri Surinder Pal, 
a workman, engaged through Contractor M/s. Gurbachan 
Lalw.e.f 1st March, 1999 was legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled and from which date. 

The workman, in is his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as Skilled 
Casual Labourer in the office of GMT Hoshiarpur w.e.f 1st 
June, 1997 on a monthly salary ofRs.2138 upto 30th Nov., 
1998; that the Management terminated his services without 
any charge sheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained 
his juniors in service and also recruited fresh hand; that 
the workman has remained unemployed till date. He has 
prayed for setting aside the order of his termination and 
reinstatement in service with full back wages and all service 
benefits which he could have got but for the termination of 
his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Gurbachan Lai, to provide labour to the 
Department for performing emergency work. Thus the 
Management has no information whether the workman was 
supplied by the Contractor to the Department. According 
to them the Contractor is a party. But he has not been 
arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition it is 
stated by the Management that they had never paid any 
wages to the workman nor he was given any appointment 
letter. It is also their case that whether or not the workman 
was provided to the Telecom Department, is not in the 
knowledge of the Management. They have also denied the 
relationship of employee and employer between the parties. 
They have also denied that the Management retained 
juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands as, 
according to them, the power of engagement of daily wager 
has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied that 
the Management has violated the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947 and that of principles of natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus 1 find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short 1 do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1 st June, 1997 on a salary of Rs. 213 8 per 
month as a Skilled Casual Labourer with office of GMT 


Hoshiarpur and his services were terminated by the 
Management on 30th Nov., 1998 without following the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. The workman is, 
therefore, not entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

10 wm, 2006 

mM. 3599-aftePraif?Watrfafw?, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ m 17 ^ 

fa*rFT tto faqWT afa *4 *k i ^ 

arftrewsFT ^'.-ii, ^ wz (wf sim 

1043/2005) M+lfeld t, ^ ^#7 mm ^ 
10-8-2006 W<T 133T 

[Tf. tt^-400 12/488/2000 3TT# \) ] 

fVl?, 

New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3599.— In Pursuance of Section 17 of. the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1043/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labpur Court, No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the the employers in 
relation to the management of Department of Telecom and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/488/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL, GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-II CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

Case No.I.D.No 1043/2k5 
Registered on 19-09-2005 
Date of Decision 2-08-2006. 

•Shri Baljinder Lai C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla HariNagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road Bhatinda (Punjab) 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

.Respondent 
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APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman Mr.N.KJeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to him to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No. 507 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R !C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not to 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. His 
representative has also stopped appearing In the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
Tight from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs. 100/- as costs. The workman 
neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced the 
evidence. He also did not pay the cost to the Management. 
Today again neither he is present nor any of his witness is 
present. It is in these circumstances his evidence has been 
closed. 

The Govt, of India, vide notification’No. L-40012/ 
488/2000/IR(DU) dated29th Dec.' 2000 asked this Tribunal 
to adjudicate upon and answer-whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services* of.Shri Baljinder 
Lai, as a Lineman engaged through Contractor Shri Ashok 
Kumar Sharma w.e.f 28th Feb., 1999 was legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from which 
date. 

The workman, is bis statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as Line 
Man in the office of Telegraph M. T office of GMT, 
Hoshiarpur w.e.f 1st Oct., 1993 on a monthly salary of 
Rs.2138/- upto 28th Feb., 1999; that the Management 
terminated his services without any charge sheet, inquiry 
and compensation. They retained his juniors in service 
and also recruited fresh hand; that the workman has 
remained unemployed till date. He has prayed for setting 
aside the order of his termination and reinstatement in 
service with full back wages and all service benefits which 
.he could have got but for the termination of his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management bad entered into a 
contract with one Ashok Kumar Sharma, to provide labour 
to the Department for performing emergency work. Thus 


the Management has no information whether the workman 
was supplied by the Contractor to the Department 
According to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not 
been arrayed. As such 11 . workman is not entitled to any 
relief. Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition 
it is stated by the Management that they had never paid 
any wages to the workman nor he was given any 
appointment letter. It is also their case that whether or not 
the workman was provided to the Telecom Department, is 
not in the knowledge of the Management. They have also 
denied the relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties, they have also denied that the Management 
retained juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands 
as, according to them, the power of engagement of daily 
wager has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied 
that the Management has violated the provisions of 
Industrial Dispute Act 1947 and that of principles of natural 
justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
cross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from 1 st Oct., 1993 on a salary of Rs.213 8/- 
per month as a Lineman in Telegraph M. T with office of 
GMT, Hoshiarpur and his services were terminated by the 
Management on 28th Feb., 1999 without following the 
provisions of Industrial Dispute Act. The workman is, 
therefore, not entitled to any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any, relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
10 3TTR^2006 

<KT.3ir. 3600.- afei l ftl4> fiWK STffifWT, 1947 (1947 
of»T 14) "3ft tlRT 17 3T3WT WI 

famn irsiqtfa *f> ■tfars M*W»Y afo «b4«W<T ^ 
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[U b^T-40012/486/2000-3TT^ 3TR(^)] 
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' New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3600.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 1045/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Triburtal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, whuch was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 

[No. L-40012/486/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXllRE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT ! 1, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: SHRIKULD1P SINGH 

CaseNo.I.D.No i045/2k5 
Registered on 19-09-2005 
Date of Decision 2-08-2006 

Shri Sarabjit Singh C/o Shri N. K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, 27349 Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti 
Road, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department ofTelecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr.N.K Jeet 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. A notice was 
issued to her to appear which was sent to him under postal 
receipt No. 518 on 7th June, 2006. It is now 2nd Aug., 2006 
but neither the workman has appeared nor the R/C carrying 
the notice has been received back unserved. The statutory 
period is over. This gives rise to the presumption that the 
workman has received the notice, but he has chosen not tc 
appear in the case. The record of the file shows that the 
workman never appeared in this Court in person. Her 
representative has also stopped appearing in the case and 
he too is not present today nor he was present on the last 
date of hearing. The record of the file speaks that the 
workman was given opportunities to produce the evidence 
right from June 2004 and it was in these circumstances that 
the workman was given another opportunity to produce 
the evidence on payment of Rs. 100/- as costs. The 
workman neither appeared on 6th June, 2006 nor produced 
the evidenced. He also did not pay the cost to the' 
Management. Today again neither he is present nor any of 


his witness is present. It is in these circumstances his 
evidence has been closed. 

The Govt, of India, vide notification No. L-40012/ 
486/2000-IR(DU) dated 29th Dec., 2000 asked this Tribunal 
to adjudicate upon and answer whether the action of the 
General Manager, Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services of Shri Sarabjit 
Singh, a workman, engaged through Contractor Messrs. 
Rarmkrishan Budhram w.e.f28th Feb., 1999 was legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and 
from which date. 

The workman, is his statement of claim, stated that 
he was engaged and he served the Management as a 
workman in the office of S.D.O.T,Tandaw.e.fJan., 1995 on 
a monthly salary of Rs. 2138 upto 28th Feb., 1999; that the 
Management terminated his services without any charge 
sheet, inquiry and compensation. They retained his juniors 
in service and also recruited fresh hand; that the workman 
has remained unemployed date. He has prayed for setting 
aside the order of his termination and reinstatement in 
service with full back wages and all service benefits which 
she could have got but for the termination of his services. 

The Management filed their reply to the Claim Petition 
and submitted that neither they are Industry nor the 
workman is a workman. He was neither engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them. 
According to them the Management had entered into a 
contract with one Ramkrishan, to provide labour to the 
Department for performing emergency work. Thus the 
Management has no information whether the workman was 
supplied by the Contractor to the Department. According 
to them the Contractor is a party, but he has not been 
arrayed. As such the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Denying all the other claims made in the Claim Petition it is 
stated by the Management that they had never paid any 
wages to the workman nor he was given any appointment 
letter. It is also their case that whether or not the workman 
was provided to the Telecom Department, is not in the 
knowledge of the Management. They have also denied 
the relationship of employee and employer between the 
parties. They have also denied that the Management 
retained juniors of the workman or recruited fresh hands 
as, according to them, the power of engagement of daily 
wager has been withdrawn by the Govt. They have denied 
that the Management has violated the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that of principles of 
natural justice. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and affidavit but he 
did not add anything new to the facts he stated in the 
Claim Petition. Thus I find that the claim made by the 
workman has been categorically denied by the Management 
and the workman has failed to produce any evidence in 
support of his claim. So much so he himself has not 
appeared as witness in the case to prove his affidavit. 
Therefore, his affidavits cannot be considered as a piece 
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of evidence since the Management has not got the 
opportunity to test the averments made in the affidavits by 
dross examining the workman. In short I do not find any 
evidence on record to show that the workman had served 
the Management from Jan., 1995 on a salary of Rs.2138/- 
per month as a workman with S.D.O.T Tanda and his 
services were terminated by the Management on 28th Feb., 
1999^ without following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act. The workman is, therefore, not entitled to 
any relief. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
as discussed above, the award is passed against the 
workman holding that he has failed to prove his claim and 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDEP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
10 3TTO, 2006 

<Fr.3n. 3601. -3iyfilch SlMwi, 1947 (1947 

14) 17 ^ ^ TRR 

fwi ^ ^ TTsts ^ 

^SWlfil^) fitaK i( ^<chH aJlsj)filch 

arfarawsm A II, ^ (tM w 

951/2005) ^ .H+lfeld Wt t, ^fl 
10-8-2006 ^ W3 fs*T 871! 

[7T. n^T-40012/132/2001-3T1$ 3TR(^t^)] 
fr#, 3?fwTT 
New Delhi, the lOtli August, 2006 

S.O. 3601.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 951/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, w hich was received by the Central Government 
on 10-8-2006. 


[No. L-40012/132/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOURCOURT-II CHANDIGARH 
Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No.I.D.No 951/2k5 
Registered on 15-9-2005 
Date of Decision 1-8-2006. 


Ms. Sunil Guleriea C/o Sh. Madan Mohan, H. No. 1212, 
Sector 22-B Chandigarh. 

Petitioner 


Versus 


The General Manager,Telecom. Amritsar (Punjab) 

Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : R.K.. Rana,AR 

For the Management Mr. G .C. Babbar 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through counsel. The workman is not appearing since 
long. She had been served on the address given in the 
notification, through her representatives and finally on her 
residential address, given by her in her affidavit. More 
than one notices under registered cover were issued to the 
workman and the notice sent under registered cover at her 
residential address has not been received back even after 
the expiry of statutory period of 30 days. The court is, 
therefore, satisfied that the workman has received the notice, 
it which was sent under registered cover under postal 
receipt No 877, on 26th of may 2006, but she has not chosen 
to appear in the case. It show that she has lost interest to 
followup her case. 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No. L-40012/ 
132/2001-IR(DU)) dated 6-8-2001 desired of this tribunal to 
say whether the action of the management of General 
Manager, Telecom, Amritsar, in terminating the services of 
Miss Sunil Guleria D/o Shib Singh, is just and illegal and if 
not to what relief the workman is entitled to and from which 
date. The parties appeared and the workman filed the claim 
petition, to which the Management filed the reply. The 
workman, in support of her claim, filed her affidavit and 
rejoinder, the management has produced a number of 
document including the copy of the agreement for the 
supply of the labour. The workman appeared, for her 
statement, which was recorded in part on 
23 -3 -2005. Thereafter, she stopped coming to the court and 
did not appear to stand to the cross examination of the 
management. The workman has, therefore, failed to prove 
that she was engaged as a clerk in the office of DTSP, 
Bharat Nagar, Amritsar, on 1-4-1996, on the salary of 
Rs. 1200 and she served the management upto 28-2-1999, 
when her services were terminated without chargesheet 
inquiry and compensation. She has also failed to prove 
that the management teminated her services in violation of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of natural justice 
they retained her junior and also recruited fresh hand and 
ignored the claim of workman 

The management has denied all the claims of 
workman. It is submitted by them that the workman was 
not engaged by them, although she might have served the 
contractor who provided labour to the management. 
Therefore, there is complete denial of claim made by the 
workman. On the part of w orkman, she has foiled to produce 
any evidence and has not cared to make her his own 
complete statement. On record I do not find any evidence 
to show that the workman was engaged by the 
Management on 1-4-1996, as clerk on a salary of 
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Rs. 1200p.m.' and she served the Management in the office 
of DTSP, Bharat Nagar, Amritsar till 28-2-1999 when her 
services were terminated by the management in violation 
of provisions of Industrial disputes act 1947. The workman 
is, therefore, not entitled to any relief .The award is passed 
against her holder that she is not entitled to any relief. Let 
the copy of this award be sent to the appropriate Govt, and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

K.ULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 17 3T*TFcT, 2006 

^T,3TT. 3602.-^4^1(1 4tRT srfVfw?, 1948 

(1948 34) *1141-1 **t ^9 *IKT (3) F4T 

*FT wfrl W fir, TT4*FK TTcTTSRT 1 fecT^R, 2006 ^t 
TTT cTKfe ^ t, 

3tU(l4-4 (44 g 45 qiTI ftiqm RF^ Ff 

f) 3T«TFl-5 3tk 6 (^TTTT-76 VTCI (1) Mk *ITTI-77, 

78, 79 3^ 81 ^ fWT ^t RFct Ft 'ST^tT t) ^ 

7W FforRTi TRR ^ rHHfdfteld ft ^ Fft: 3T*fa, 

4^ 'SFJT RTO ^TEft^TCT f^TFTT "4 

1. 4w4>-4(1 

2. -iiqcjl 

3. WZR 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. %T 

8 . 

9. 3hici^T 

10. Uldl^R 

12 . 

13. 

14. ftTF'te 

aTRpfcf 31% 341% TMfq RTT 
[TftsqT:t^-38013/53/2006-tTR. V$.-\] 
%. Tit. fH^^F 
New Delhi, the 17th August, 2006 

S.O. 3602.— In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government' 


hereby appoints the 1 st September, 2006 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI (except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Tamilnadu namely: 

Centre Name Areas Comprising the Revenue 

Kelambakkam Villages of 

1. Chemmancheri 

2. Navaloor 

3. Egattur 

4. Kazhiputtur 

5. Kelambakkam 

6. padur 

7. Thaiyur 

8. Edayankuppam 

9. Alathur 

10. Sathankuppam 

11. Nedungundram 

12. Rathinamangalam 

13. Kolapakkam 

14. Thirupporur 

of Chengalpat Taluk in 

Kancheepyram District. 

[No. S-38013/53/2006-S.S.I] 
K.C. JAIN, Director 

17 3RTCF, 2006 

‘ ^JT. 3TT. 3603.-+4dl(t TF*T 4tftT 3tf4f=m, 1948 
(1948 34) RRT-I T9 *IRT (3) F4T KF 
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3T«lFT-4 (44 ^ 45 *TKT ^ fTTRTR ^t RF% Ft Ft ^ 
£) 3TCqpr-5 3^T 6 (*TT4T-76 ^9-*IKT (1)3^ *TO-77, 

78, 79 3%T 81 % Wl RFT* Ft II^tT ^t 99 ^t t) % 
%Tcl TFR ^ pFlfdftstd %% 4 TTapcT f 4):~ 3T*lfa, 

4, f^TeTT gW % P4d*H3ita 4f ” 

[4^:^-38013/52/2006-^. T*R-I] 
%. Tit. %5T, 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2006 

S.O. 3603.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub- section (3) of Section I of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st September, 2006 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter-IV (except Sections 44 
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and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI (except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already beenbrought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Kerala namely ;■— 

“Vamanapuram in Chirayinkeezhu Taluk in 
Trivandrum District.” 

[No. S-38013/52/2006-S.S.I] 
K.fc. JAIN, Director 
M ftcvft 22 33TO, 2006 

33T. 3604.^ ^ f^T 

tHUfgd $ T&3T ^3T *3T, aMte 

1947 (1947 ^>T 14) m 2 #3§nrs (^) (vi) 

3^3^' ^ 333*33?! W TOfTR ^ 9F3 WI ^ 
arfiripRT Sim m 331. 999 1-3-2006 STTT ^tfWT 

^ f^T 3Tf^PW, 1947 (1947^1 14) 

3*3*3 33^5^ 19 TTTte $*, 

15-3-2006^^:^^ 
^ ■RrPS elW ■nif^ici f^fFTT *3T; 

aft* ^ TFT ^ f*f> clW( feci 3«td 

hw «&) 3flT <*>icii°i(V ^ (cm, sksimi 'simi 33Aftyci 

3m: 333, 3ft«lPM) 33f^rPm, 1947 ( 1947 
14) «3T3T2 ^33*5 (^) (vi) 

3mrt Ttfanf ^ffn wti ^ *k«kk w ^?iW 
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RT33 <^icniqfri ^ 1vF( rfa* ^hhI'A 3^1 ebTcfl 1? I 
[m WH: 3(33-11017/9/97-33fi?. 3TTC. (it. 3(a)] 
3]3/3ikT ^3, TFJ^t T3fa^ 
New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2006 

S.O. 3604.—Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry ofLabour S.O.No.999 
dated 1-3-2006 the service in Uranium Industry which is 
covered by item 19 of the First Schedule to the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) to be a public utility service 
for the purpose of the said Act, for a period of six months 
from the 15th March, 2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby declares the said industry to be a public utility 
service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period of six 
months from the 15th September, 2006. 

[F. No. S.ll 017/9/97-lR(PL)] 
GURJOT KAUR, Jt. Secy.-^ 
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